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By Mr. BISHOP: 

H. R. 5478. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Maria Albano Batoon; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHELF: 
H. R. 5479. A bill for the relief of· the 

estate of Floyd L. Greenwood; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DENTON: 
H. R. 5480. A bill for the relief of Claudia 

Tanaka; to the Comm\ttee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ENGLE: 

H. R. 5481. A bill for the relief of Norman 
E. Dole, Jr., William F. Smith, John G. Harris, 
and J ames E. Chamberlain; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KEOGH: 
H. R . 5482. A bill for the relief of Martin L. 

Nelson; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. LESINSKI: 

H. R. 5483. A bill for the relief of Marijan 
Kolega, Drago Radman, Silvio Skoljerev, 
Zvonko Zupcic, and Ante Coco; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: 
H. R . 5484. A bill for the relief of Edith 

Rickert Willson; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. REED of New York: 
H. R. 5485. A bill for the relief of Mr. and 

Mrs. Edward Levandoski; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SABATH: 
H. R. 5486. A bill for the relief of Leon 

and Blanche de Szethofer; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 5487. A bill for the relief of Vladi
mir and Svatava Hosch!; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. YORTY: 
H. R . 5488. A bill for the relief of Charles 

Alexander McCoy; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KEATING: 
H. Res. 438. Resolution for the relief of C. E. 

Heaney; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

437. By Mr. FORAND: Resolution of the 
Rhode Island Chapter, American League for 
an Undivided Ireland, unanimously adopted 
at a recent meeting of members from the var
ious Irish-American organizations of Rhode 
Island; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

438. By Mr. HOLMES: Petition of several 
hundred citizens of Clarkston, Wash., and 

'. Asotin, Wash., urging legislation to prohibit 
alcoholic beverage advertising over the radio 
! and television and in magazines and news
papers; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

SENATE 

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1951 .. 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, 

September 19, 1951) 

The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m., 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. F'rederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Almighty Father, the source from 
which we come, the goal to which we 
travel, the light and strength of thes.e 
our pilgrim days, as we set our faces ·. 
once more toward our daily tasks we 
pray for strength sufficient to endure as 
those seeing the Invisible. Enable us 
to win the victory over everything, 

whether in our circumstances or in our
selves, that is unworthy and mean. Save 
us from blighting the enthusiasm of any 
heart by the fiare of sudden anger or 
seer.et hate. May we not bruise the 
rightful self-respect of another by con
tempt or malice. 

We pray for those who are shaping 
public opinion in our time, for all who 
legislate in the people's name, for all 
who write what other people read, for 
all who are holding aloft the torch of 
truth in a world that has lost its way. 
And, above all, we pray for clean hands 
and pure hearts worthy of the trust the 
Nation has committed to our keeping. 
We ask it in the dear Redeemer's name. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. McFARLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
September 25, 1951, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Me:sages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries. 

MmBAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
clerks, notified the Senate that Mr. COR
BETT had been appointed a manager on 
the part of the House at the conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendments of the House 
to the bill (S. 355) to adjust the salaries 
of postmasters, supervisors, and em
ployees in the field service of the Post 
Office Department, vice Mr. HAGEN, ex
cused. 

The message also notified the Senate 
that Mr. HAGEN had been appointed a 
manager on the part of the House at the 
conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment.of the 
House to the bill <S. 1046) to readjust 
postal rates, vice Mr. CORBETT, excused. 

The message announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill <S. 2006) to increase the 
lending authority of Export-Import 
Bank of Washington and to extend the 
period within which the bank may make 
loans, and it was signed by the President 
pro tempore. 
COMMITl'EE MEETING DURING SENATE 

SESSION 

On request . of Mr. O'CONOR, and by 
unanimous consent, a subcommittee of 
the Committee on the Judiciary was 
authorized to meet this afternoon during 
the session of the Senate. 
TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINF.SS 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators 
may be permitted to make insertions in 
the RECORD, without the time so con
sumed being charged to either side. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 
RELIEF OF CERTAIN OFFICERS AND 

EMPLOYEES OF FOREIGN SERVICE
MESSAGE FROM THE PRF.SIDENT 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate the following message 

from the President of the United States, 
which was read and, with the accom
panying bil~, ordered to lie on the table: 

To the United States Senate: 
In compliance with the request con

tained in the rernlution of the Senate 
<the House of Representatives concur
ring therein), I return herewith S. 1786, 
"An act for the ·relief of certain officers 
and employees of the Foreign Service of 
the United States who, while in the 
course of their respective duties, suffered 
losses of personal property by reason of 
war conditions and catastrophes. of na
ture." 

HARRY S. TRUMAN. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 26, 1951. 

ABOLITION OF APFEAL BOARD OF OFFICE 
OF CONTRACT SETTLEMENT 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate a letter from the Admin
istrator, General Services Administra
tion, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend the Contract Settle
ment Act of 1944 and to abolish the Ap
peal Board of the Office of Contract 
Settlement, which, with the accompany
ing paper, was referred to the. Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

WILLIAM N. OATIS · 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, indic
ative of the feelings of the great mass of 
our citizenry is a resolution adopted by 
Frederick <Md.) Aerie No. 1067, Fra
ternal Order of Eagles, at its recent 
meeting urging· utmost efforts by the 
Federal Government to secure the release 
from prison of William N. Oatis, Asso
ciated Press correspondent, now impris
oned in Czechoslovakia for alleged spy
ing. 

Particular attention is attached to 
this action by the Frederick Aerie be
cause it is one of many such resolutions 
adopted or projected by the various local 
groups of this great fraternal 'order 
which includes in its membership more 
than a million patriotic citizens. 

I present the resolution for appropri
ate reference, and ask unanimous con
sent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ref erred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations and ordered to be 
printed in the REC~RD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION 'oN WILLIAM N. OATIS 

Whereas William N. Oatis, Associated 
Press bureau chief in Prague, CZechoslo
vakia, a free newspaperman who was per
forming his duties according to the stand
ards ar.d criteria of the free pres8 of the 
world, was brutally snatched and impris
oned by the Communist government of 
Czechoslovakia without explanation; and 

Whereas Mr. Oatis was arrested and held 
in detention without access to friend, Em

. bassy representative, or trusted legal counsel; 
and 

Whereas he was brought to trial and ac
cused of "insisting on obtaining accurate, 
correct and verified information," which ts 
the definition of the work of a free press; 
and 

Whereas he was forced into admission of 
espionage because of his reporter's instinct 
for presenting the factual rather than the 
fictional; and 

Whereas he was convicted and sentenced 
to 10 years of imprisonment by a trial which 
was universally condemned by all free na
tions as an outrag~ous "kangaroo court," 

•. 
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completely bereft of the principles of justice 
and the dignity of the human being; and 

Whereas by its action, the Communist-. 
dominated Czech Gover.nment showed its 
scorn for the principle of freedom of infor
mation and its hatrect for our free world; 
and 

Whereas representatives of the Soviet news 
agency Tass have the free run of the United 
States of America, and are permitted to at
tend press conferences at our national seat 
of Government, at which often much "off
the-record" information is discussed: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, that Frederick Aerie, No. 1067, 
. of the Fraternal Order of Eagles urges the 
Federal Government and its agencies to be 
unceasing in its efforts to secure the freedom 

' of Mr. Oatis by honorable means, and we 
also offer our support and the vitality of 

· our membership to the executives of the 
Associated Press in their campaign to se
cure the release of Mr: Oatis by the com
munication of the true facts of the case 
to the free peoples of the W()rld; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That Aerie No. 1067 of the Fra
ternal Order of Eagles urges the Federal Gov
ernment to bar the correspondents from 
the Soviet news agency Tass as well as all 
satellite nations correspondents from offi
cial Government press conferences where 
vital information may be revealed until the 
release of Mr. Oatis has been secured. 

PETITION 

Mr. LODGE (for himself and Mr. SAL
TONSTALL) presented resolutions adopted 
by the House of Representatives of the 
General Court of Massachusetts, which 
were referred to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service and, under the 
rule, ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZING CONGRESS To TAKE 

THE NECESSARY STEPS To CONTINUE THE 
MAINTENANCE OF A POST OFFICE IN THE 
NORTH END DISTRICT OF THE CITY OF 
BOSTON 
Whereas the construction of the Boston 

Central Artery, so called, under the acceler
ated highway program of the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts, necessitates the demolition 
of the building on Hanover Street in -the city 
of Boston wherein the post office serving the 
north-end district of said city is m aintained; 
and 

Whereas the discontinuance of the main
tenance of a post office in said district would 
result in great inconvenience to business and 
industry in said district and to the· residents 
therein: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa
tives of the General Court of Massachusetts 
hereby urges the Congress of the United 
States to take such st'eps as may be necessary 
to provide for the maintenance of a post of
fice at some other suitable location in said 
north-end disttict upon t he demolition of 

. the building hereinabove referred to; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That copies of these resolutions 
be sent forthwith by the secretary of the 
Commonwealth to the Postmaster General of 
the United States, to the presiding officer 
of each branch of Congress, and to the Mem
bers thereof from this Commonwealth. 

House of representatives, September 20, 
1951, adopted. 

A true copy. 
Attest: 

LAWRENCE R. GROVE, Clerk. 

. EDWARD J. CRONIN, 
Secretary of the Commonwealth. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following ;eports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. MAGNUEON, from the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 

H. R. 5013. A bill to authorize the Presi
dent to proclaim regulations for preventing 
collisions at sea; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 838); and 

S. J. Res. 104. Joint resolution to assist in ... 
the rehabilitation of the economy of South 
Korea, anu for othe.r purposes; without 
amendment (Rept. No1 839). 

By Mr. MAYBANK, from the Committee 
on Banking and Currency: 

S. 2180. A bill to provide for slaughter quo
tas and allocations of livestock; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 840). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
. time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. RUSSELL (by request.): 
S. 2174. A bill to amend the Universal Mili

tary Training and Service Act, as amended, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 

·on Armed Services. 
By Mr. MAGNUSON: 

S. 2175. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Army to convey to the city of Pasco. 
Wash., certain property within the Pasco 
Engineer Depot, Franklin County, Wash.; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

S. 2176. A bill to make clear that fisher
men's organizations, regardless of their tech
nical legal status, have a voice in the ex
vessel sale of fish or other aquatic products 
on which the livelihood of their members 
depends; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 
· S. 2177. A bill for the relief of Daniel S. 

·Delani-Beltayne; and · 
S. 2178. A bill for the relief of Jue Mei 

Li and Jue Wing Wah; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NIXON: 
S. 3179. A bill for the relief of Yee Chil 

Gee; to the Committee on the Judiciary. · 
By Mr. MAYBANK (for himself, MrA 

ROBERTSON, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. FREAR, 
Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. BENTON, Mr. MOODY, 
Mr. CAPEHART, and Mr. IVES): 

S. 2180. A bill to provide for slaughter quo
tas and allocations of livestock; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

(See the remarks of Mr. 'MAYBANK when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. LODGE: 
S. 2181. A bill for the relief of Nikolaj 

Perehud-Pogorelski; 
S. 2182. A bill for the relief of Samuel 

Polsky; and 
$. 2183. A bill for the relief of Voula 

Taloumis; to· the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

S. 2184. A bill to establish a veterans' status 
for civil service purposes to certain persons 
who received "Discharge from Draft" certi
ficates at the close of World War I; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

SLAUGHTER QUOTAS AND ALLOCATIONS 
OF LIVESTOCK 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, o·n 
behalf of myself, the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. FREAR], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS], the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. BENTON], the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. MooDY], 
the Senator -from Indiana [Mr. CAPE
HART], and the Senator from New. York 
[Mr. IVES], members of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, I introduce for 
reference to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, a · bill to provide for 
slaughter quotas and allocations of live
stock. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received, and, without objec
tion referred, as requested by the Sena
tor from South Carolina. 

The bill <S. 2180) to provide for 
slaughter quotas and allocations of live
stock, introduced by Mr. MAYBANK (for 
himself and other Senators), was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, from 
the Committee on Banking and Curren
cy, I report, without amendment, the 
bill, <S. 2180), just introduced by me, and 
I submit a report <No. 840) thereon. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
report will be received, and the bill will 
be placed on the calendar . 

COURTESIES EXTENDED.CITIZENS OF 
FOREIGN COUNTRIES 

.Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. Presic;lent, I 
submit for appropriate reference, a con
current resolution. - It is very brief, and 
reads as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring). That it is the sense 
of Congress that the Government of the 
United States shall extend such courtesies 
and privileges to, and impose such restric
tions upon, representatives and citizens of 
any foreign country as may be equivalent 
to those extended to or imposed upon rep
resentatives and citizens of the United States 
by such foreign country. 

Mr. President, the purpose of the con
current resolution is to place the United 
States on a quid pro quo basis with the 
Soviet Union and her satellites, and 
where they restrain the movement of our 
ambassadors and consular officers to see 
to it that their representatives operate 
under precisely the same restraint under 
which ours operate. 

The concurrent resolution <S. Con. 
Res. 49) submitted by Mr. KNOWLAND, 
was referred to the Committee on For
eign Relations. 
REVENUE ACT OF 1951-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado submitted 
amendments intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill <H. R. 4473) to provide 
revenue, and for o~her purposes, which 
were ordered to lie on the table and to 
be printed. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina 
(for himself, Mr. HENDRICKSON, and Mr. 
IVES) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by them, jointly, to House 
bill 4473, supra, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be

fore the Senate messages from the Pres
ident of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate committees. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 
ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES, ETC., 

PRINTED J.N THE APPENDIX 

On request, and by unanimous con
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the Ap
pendix, as follows: 

By Mr. KNOWLAND: 
Address delivered by him on September 

25, 1951, by ·~ranscon.tinental telephone hook
up, to the convention of the Associated 
Traffic Clubs of Amer..ica, meeting in Seattle, · 
Wash., discussing the impact of the foreign 
policy of the United States on the domest ic 
economy. 
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By Mr. WILEY: 

Statement prepared by him and essays in 
the American Legion National essay contest 
on the subject Operation Comeback, de
signed to show how physically handicapped 
could overcome their disabilities. 

. By Mrs. SMITH of Maine: 
Column by David Lawrence entitled 

" 'Everybody's Doing It' Doctrine," published 
September 26, 1951, discussing the use of in
fluence by chairmen of national political 
committees in the making of loans by the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina: 
Address delivered by Senator McMAHON, 

Chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy, at the Federal Bar Assocation's din
ner in honor of the Judicial Conference of 
the United States, at the Mayflower Hotel, 
Washington, D. C., on September 25, 1951. 

IMPRISONMENT IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA OF 
ASSOCIATED PRESS CORRESPONDENT 
WILLIAM N. OATIS 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, today 
we are informed by press and radio ac
counts that the Communists of Czecho
slovakia are disposed to bargain for the 
liberation of William N. Oatis, the Asso
ciated Press correspondent, unjustly im
prisoned on trumped-up charges of espi
onage. 

The reports quote the Czech Ambas
sador as indicating that the Soviet pup
pets might be ready to deal for his free
dom. Of course, it is observed that the 
Communi'i'!ts expect a high price such as 
liberal trade concessions or possibly more 
tangible terms. 

I express the hope that our Govern
ment will not bargain or deal in such 
a righteous cause. Principle cannot be 
compromised. Decency is not the sub
ject cf barter. Justice and fair play are 
not salable commodities to be offered on 
the auction block. 

The United States has ever been the 
symbol of upright conduct. Our basic 
law and our unbroken history bear testi
mony to the devotion of the American 
people to high ideals. Let us not descend 
to the level of the Communists by off er
ing them monetary inducements in order 
to secure justice. 

If we fall into the error of meeting the 
Communists on their own level we will 
appear before the world as ready to sac
rifice principle in order to gain a tem
porary advantage. 

I trust our State Department will not 
be a party to a deal for Mr. Oatis' re
lease. He must be liberated, of course, 
and our Government should avail of 
every honorable means to secure his lib
erty. But that does not mean that we 
should off er trade concessions and finan
cial terms which otherwise would not be 
considered regular in our intercourse 
with foreign nations. 

William Oatis is an outstanding ex"." 
ample of our great American newspaper
men. As much as he desires freedom, 
he would be the last to want that free
dom brought about by compromise and 
deals which were completely contrary to 
the dignity our Nation must command 
throughout the world: · 

Instead of giving in to the demands of 
the Czech Communists on trade we . 
should abandon all trade with them and! 
should refuse to treat them as worthy of 
relationship with our Nation. Their 
~onduct in the Oatis case shows conclu; 

sively that they are not to be trusted to 
handle trade agreements faithfully and 
uprightly. 

And that brings up another considera
tion. If we "bargain" and "deal" with 
them today for Mr. Oatis, we 'Can be as
sured that they will resort to other 
moves tomorrow to gain even further 
concessions from the United States. 
Every time we pay the Communists 
ransom, in some form or another, we 
encourage them to resort to other das
tardly deeds in order to gain their ends. 

The readiness of the Czechoslovakian 
Government to "deal" now in this mat
ter is most interesting, in that it proves 
the truth of the contention which I 
made on the Senate ·floor earlier, name
ly, that positive measures, rather than 
words or diplomatic representations, of
f er the only hope of effective action with 
regard to Mr. Oatis' release. 

Instead of yielding now to the Com
munists on such measures as have been 
put into effect, our Government should 
redouble such efforts. For instance, ex
ports to Czechoslovakia have been 
stopped, and this action has hurt that 
country's economy. Let us tighten that 
pressure by stopping all imports from 
°Czechoslovakia, which under existing 
law, can be done by Executive order. 

Time and again, and most recently in 
Korea, it has been shown that the only 
thing the Communists listen to is force. 
Let us continue to use that method, 
which is apparently proving effective. 

REVENUE ACT OF 1951 

The Senate resumed the considera
tion of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN] 
has the floor. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that there be a 
quorum call, the time consumed in the 
calling of the roll not to be charged to 
either side. 

The PRESIDENT pro temp.ore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 
- The Chief Clerk· proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for a quorum call be rescinded and that 
further proceedings under the call be 
suspended. The Senator from Michi
gan [Mr. MooDY] has a 10-minute ·talk 
which I ask unanimous consent he be 
allowed to make, without the time so 
consumed being charged to either side. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, and simply 
to keep the record straight; would not 
the Senator from Michigan make his 
remarks as a preliminary matter? 

Mr. MOODY. That is precisely what 
I should like to do. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have no ob
jection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request ·of the 
Senator from Arizona that the order for 
a quoruni call be rescinded? The Chai-r 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

... Is there objection to the Senator from 
Michigan speaking at this time? With
out objection, the Senator from Michi-
ga~ is recognized. · 

SEPTEMBER 26 
I 

SOLICITATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS FROM 
CANDIDATES FOR POSTMASTERSIDPS 
IN MICHIGAN 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, I had 
the misfortune to be away from the 
Senate last Saturday when my distin
guished colleague, the senior Senator 
from Michigan, discoursed at some 
length on the subject of Michigan 
politics. I regret that the pressure of 
Senate duties has prevented me from 
reading the RECORD of last Saturday 
until now. 

Having done so now, I wish to thank 
my colleague [Mr. FERGUSON] for the per
sonal courtesy h~ showed me in his dis
course, and I wish particularly to thank 
my good friend, the distinguished senior 
Senator from Connecticut, for having in
serted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the 
complete text of a letter I addressed to 
76 postal employees, or prospective em
ployees in Michigan, in order that my 
views as of t:hat moment might be more 
fully presented to the Senate. 

I arise at this time, Mr. President, to 
complete the record, insofar as it now 
possible, begun last ThursdaY' by Repre
sentative GEORGE MEADER, of Michigan'.s 
second district, and continued last Sat
urday by my colleague from Michigan 
in the Senate. 

It is my intention to correct certain 
misconceptions that may have resulted 
from the remarks now in the RECORD 
and from certain statements attributed 
to Mr. MEADER and others outside of the 
House Chamber. 

The senior Senator from Michigan, 
after reiterating the presentation of 
Representative MEADER, expanded his 
discussion of Michigan politics to include 
the subject of political influence on the 
decisions of Government agencies, and 
particularly the attempts of the State 
of Michigan to obtain steel for the res
toration of two burned-out floors of its 
State office building. 

The senior Senator from Michigan 
stated: 

The business of the Government should 
n'lt be influenced by political considerations 
:r:.or conducted in a purely political atmos· 
phere. 

He goes on to say: 
A citizen of the United States should not 

be required to secure the intervention of 
someone directly connected with politics in 
order to obtain his just right s, and we 
should take great pains to avoid giving any 
impression that such intervention is neces-
sary. · • 

With these statements, of course, I 
agree. 

The senior Senator from Michigan was 
moved to these observations, it appears, 
by an editorial in the Lansing State 
Journal, which he quoted as complain
ing that Governor Williams was making 
a political issue of the steel for the par
tially destroyed State office building. 

I am at a loss to understand this com
plaint, Mr. President, for even as the 
State Journal editorialized thus on Sun
day, September 9, its news columns car- ' 
ried a dispatch from its able Washing- · 
ton correspondent, Milt Dean Hill, which 
stated, in part: . 

Steadman (Robert F. Steadman, State con-' 
troller and a Williams' Democratic ap
pointee) acted after conferences Friday 

I 
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morning with members of the staff of Sen
ator HOMER FERQUSON, who has been working 
ing with NPA authorities on the matter. 

FERGUSON himself is due back in Washing
ton on Monday, and his aides say he will take 
the matter up with Manly Fleischmann, 
NPA Adminis~rator, immediately. 

Further in the news story: 
Steadman talked with aides of Senator 

BLAIR MooDY, and indicated he would con- . 
tinue his efforts next week after MOODY and 
FERGUSON return to Washington. 

The final paragraph of the Lansing 
State Journal story is as follows: 

Senator FERGUSON'S office, working closely 
with Steadman, arranged the controller's 
appointments with NPA officials. 

On September 18, Mr. President, the 
NPA granted the State a modest allot
ment of steel for the start of reconstruc
tion of State office facilities. The United 
Press dispatch from Lansing contains 
this paragraph: 

Governor Williams pointed out that both 
Senator MOODY and Senator FERGUSON had 
worked on the steel problem. 

I do not believe the senior Senator 
was accusing himself of using improper 
influence and therefore I am at a loss to 
understand his criticism of the Governor. 

All this arose, as I understand, because 
of a facetious remark maq,e by Governor 
Williams at a press conference in 
Lansing. 

I now turn my attention, Mr. President, 
to the more serious side of the questions 
that have been raised in this Chamber 
by my Republican colleague. There are 
a few discrepancies in the record and in 
the published statements pertinent to 
the record that I would like to clear up. 
· A letter was written by Howard Hunt, · 
·finance director of the Democratic State 
.central committee, to a number of per
sons who had been recommended for po-

: sitions in the Post Office Department, in
viting them to contribute to the party. 
I believe the language of this letter to be 
entirely improper. Within an hour after 
I had been informed of the existence of 
such a letter by the distinguished Wash
ingtoil correspondent of the Detroit Free 
Press, Mr. James Haswell, and by Mr. 
William R. Muller, leading political 
writer of the Detroit News, I dictated a 
letter to the 76 persons whom I had rec
omended to the Post Office Department 
which said, in part: 

It has come to my attention that a letter 
has been addressed to a number of acting 
postmasters by the finance director of the 
Democratic State central committee invit
ing them to contribute to the Democratic 

. Party. · 
Although I have never seen the letter, I 

am told that my name was used in it. I 
repudiate this type of solicitation of those 
who are candidates for appointment to any 
office or position. 
. This letter was sent without my knowledge 

or consent. Had I known such solici
tation was contemplated, I would have 
stopped it. 

My purpose in directing this communica
tion to you is to determine: 

(1) Were you invited to make any polit
ical contribution whatsoever incident to 
your appointment or recommendation for 
appointment to any position in the Post Of
fice Department? 

(2) Were you given to understand, or in 
any way led to believe, that your appoint
n::mt or recommendation for appointment 

would be contingent upon any such con
tribution? 

(3) Have you made any political contri
butions whatsoever since April 23, 1951? 

That was the date I came to the Sen
ate. 

If so, please state the amount, the per:
son to whom it was given, and the circum
stances under which it was given. In the 
interest of good Government it is impera
tive that we have all the facts relating to 
this letter, and indeed any other requests 
for contributions that are made incident to 
any appointments or recommendations. 
Neither Governor Williams ,por I would 
stand for any fund raising based on the con
tingency of appointments and it is impor
tant to establish whether or not anything 
of this sort has taken place without our 
knowledge. 

As you know, the Post Office Department 
is the final authority on all postal appoint
ments. Nevertheless, I am asked to make 
recommendations on these appointments 
and I feel a heavy responsibility to the peo
ple of Michigan in seeing that my recom
mendations are based on merit. My sugges
tions to the Post Office Department are 
based to a large extent on recommendations 
from within the State. 

Therefore, I must have absolute assurance 
that no recommendations received by me 
are in:tluenced by any contributions which 
may have been made or promised. 

After dictating that letter I dis
patched my legal counsel, James H. Lin
coln, former assistant United States dis
trict . attorney and former assistant 
prosecutor of Wayne County, which in
cludes Detroit, to start investigating this 
situation and also a number of other re
ports of campaign fund raising. _ 

As has been stated previously in my 
behalf-and I am appreciative of those 
statements-I unequivocably repudiate 
any attempts on the part of any official 
of the Democratic State central com
mittee to solicit contributions for the 
party from any postal appointee. 

The senior Senator from Michigan 
states flatly that the sending of the Hunt 
letter, the text of w~ich he read into 
the record, is a violation of the law. 

My colleague from Michigan is an at
torney well versed in law. He was a 
circuit judge in the county of Wayne, 
and he was a one-man grand jury. I 
am not a lawyer, so of course, I cannot 
presume to contest his statement. 

But if, as he says, this letter consti
tutes a violation of the law, then I am 
confident that the proper prosecuting 
authorities will take whatever action is 
indicated, when we call it to their at
tention, as we will do, and the · courts 
will uphold the contention. 

I know that my colleague, as a for
mer member of the bench, will join with 
me in expressing complete confidence in 
the integrity of the courts in Detroit and 
Wayne County. 

In behalf of my good friend, the great 
young Governor of my State, Mennen 
Williams, let me put this into the REc-

. ORD: When his attention first was drawn 
to the fact that the finance director of 
the State central committee was ad
dressing such letters to postal appointees, 
he immediately ordered the practice 
stopped. Furthermore, every penny 
which had been contributed during the 
period was immediately returned to the 
contributors. As of that date, in Au-1 
gust, 20 or 2~~~ters had been maileq 

out, and the huge sum of $95 had been 
contributed. 

This information he gave to the press 
in Lansing last week. He was quoted 
in Lansing dispatches as follows: 

I am satisfied that those who prepared 
this letter did so with no improper motive. 
The Democratic Party has not accepted one 
penny of contributions as a result of the 
mistake. The mistake has been fully rec
tified. 

It is my belief also that there was no 
improper motive in drafting this letter, 
but I certainly believe that it was 
couched in highly improper language. 
The inference which could be drawn 
from the letter was not a fortunate in
ference. 

One further reference to the Gover
nor's position in this matter, which has 
been subject to distortion, by error and 
not intent, I am sure. 

Last Saturday the senior Senator from 
Michigan read into the record portions 
of a news story filed from Washington 
by James Haswell, of the Detroit Free 
Press. One of the two paragraphs he 
elected to read states: 

The Governor's appointment of Senator 
MOODY broke a political stalemate which had 
existed for several months, and gave him 
control of patronage reaching into every 
community of the State. 

The senior Senator from Michigan 
then went on to say: 

We now find that the governor of a State 
indicates in the newspapers that they (post
masters) are back in politics. 

I suggest that the Senator read this 
passage again. If he does, . he will note 
that it was Mr. Haswell, the reporter, 
who said that, and not Governor Wil
liams, who nowhere was quoted, directly 
or indirectly, in the story. 

As I said at the outset, I am concerned 
primarily today with clearing up the 
record. 

Now, Mr. President, I should like to 
address myself briefly to the allegations 
and insinuations of the Representative 
from the Second District of Michigan, 
Mr. MEADER. 

According to the newspaper clippin~s 
reaching me from Michigan, Mr. MEADER 
and others have charged that the Demo
cratic Party in Michigan is selling jobs in 
the Post Office Department. That, Mr. 
President, is what I meant by a political 
smear. Mr. MEADER is a lawyer. I am 
surprised that he is reaching conclusions 
before the evidence is in. He has 
reached his conclusfon on the basis of 
the fund-solicitation letter plus one let
ter from a -constituent who complains 
that, as a veteran, he was passed over 
unlawfully for a postmaster's appoint
ment. I immediately asked Mr. MEADER 
for the identity of this man. 

Mr. MEADER refused to let me know the 
identity of the man. 

Mr. MEADER must be acquainted with 
the civil-service and post-office laws and 
regulations governing these matters. He 
must know that without cause a veteran 
cannot possibly be passed over by a non
veteran. The rest of his anonymous cor
respondent's complaint deals with hear
say. 

Now I am not dismissing this lightly. 
I think this is a serious charge, and I 
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think it should be thoroughly investi
gated. Mr. MEADER asks that I call off my 
own personal inquiry into the charge on 
the ground that I am investigating my
self. Of course I am not. I am inquir
ing into the alleged acts of others pur
portedly taken in my name without my 
authority. 

If an anonymous caller telephones a 
bank president to say that the third 
cashier from the right has his fingers 
in the till, I rather imagine that the 
bank president would run an adding
machine tape on the teller before calling 
in the law. I am now running such a 
tape. 

The chairman of the Republican State 
Central Committee in Michigan last 
week sent telegrams to all Michigan Re
publicans in Congress urging that they 
demand a congressional investigation of 
the matters referred to here. And the 
response at this end was prompt. The 
investigation has been demanded. 

My colleague, in his address to the 
Senate last Saturday, said he was sure 
that the junior Senator from Michigan 
would join him in asking for such an 
inquiry· I would be delighted if the in
vestigating committee of the Senate, 
after considering any evidence before it, 
should decide to make a check of the 
situation. I shall, of course, lay before 
the committee headed by the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. HOEY] any 
facts that I am able to gather, and I 
am sure that the senior Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. FERGUSONJ will agree that 
if the committee decides to make any 
investigation of the fund raising in Mich
igan it should go into all practices of 
fund raising in our State by both par
ties. 

Clean government and respect for the 
holders of public office is the issue. In 
this connection, let me say that I am 
sorry that Representative MEADER has 
chosen to place all Michigan postmasters 
under suspicion by his publication of an 
anonymous letter. 

I talked with the chairman of the 
Senate Subcommittee on Expenditures, 
informed him of my inquiry, and sug
gested that if his committee finds suffi
cient evidence to justify a formal in
quiry, it should go into the whole story 
of campaign fund solicitation, as en
gaged in by both major parties in Michi
gan over a period of the last 5 years. 

Mr. President, I have just been hand
ed by my administrative assistant an 
up-to-date check of the investigation so 
far, which shows ·that a total of eight 
contributions were made by postal em
ployees. They were not necessarily 
made in response to Mr. Hunt's letter, 
as some of these employees are long~ time 
members of the Democratic Party and 
regular contributors. 

The total sum received from these 
people to date was $130.50. The largest 
of these contributions was $60, while the 
smallest was $3. All have been returned. 
Incidentally, that is an average of $16 
contributed. It is somewhat typical, I 
am afraid, of Democratic Party :financ
ing. 

I notice that the distinguished and 
able senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
TAFT] has come· into the Chamber. I 
should like to point out that the $130 

which was raised from eight contributors 
is far less, I am sure, than two gentlemen 
will be raising when they attend the 
$100-plate dinner in honor of the distin
guished senior Senator from Ohio at De
troit next week. 

I believe it is typical that the contri
bution to the Democ:ratic Party averages 
$16 each. 

I assure the Senate that when Mr. 
Lincoln, my counsel, has completed his 
investigation, I will make the results of 
it available to the distinguished Sena
tor from North Carolina [Mr. HOEY], the 
chairman ot the investigating subcom
mittee. I a~ure the Senate also that 
if there has been any violation of law
and I am confident Mr. Lincoln, a former 
United States district attorney, will un
cover it, if there has been such a viola
tion-we v1ill call upon the district at
torney in Detroit to prosecute the 
violations. 

REVENUE ACT OF 1951 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4473) to provide rev- · 
enue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, it 
is a little disccuraging that we should 
have so few Senators on the floor. I 
again ask unanimous consent that we 
may have a quorum call, without charg
ing the time to either side. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the further 
proceedings incident to the call of the 
roll be dispensed with, and that the 
order for the call of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN] for himself and 
other Senators. 

The amendments considered en bloc, 
offered by Mr. LEHMAN for himself and 
other Senators are as follows: 
CHANGE OF EFFECTIVE DATE FOR CORPORATE TAX 

INCREASES TO JANUARY l, 1951 
On page 36, beginning with line 12, strike 

out all through line 24, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

" ( 1) Taxable years beginning after Decem
ber 31, 1950, and before January l, 1954: 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before January 1, 
1954, a tax of 37 percent of the normal-tax 
net income. 

"(2) Taxable years beginning after De
cember 31, 1953: In the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1953, a tax of 
25 percent of the normal-tax net income." 

On page 37, beginning with line 22 strike 
out all through line 24; and on page 38, 
beginning with line 1, strike out all through 
line 13 and insert in lieu thereof the follow
ing: 

" ( 1) Taxable years beginning after De
cember 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954: 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before January 1, 
1954, a surtax of 25 percent of the amount 
of the corporation surtax net income in ex
cess of $25,000. 

"(2) Taxable years beginning after De
cember 31, 1953: In the case of taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1953, a surtax 
of 22 percent of the amount of the corpora
tion surtax net income in excess of $25,000." 

. On page 38, in line 22, strike om the word 
"April" and insert in lieu thereof "January.'' 

On page 39, beginning with line 3, strike 
out all through line 15; in line 16 delete 
"(C)" and insert in lieu thereof "(B)"; and 
in line 17 delete "March 31, 1951" and insert 
in lieu thereof "December 31, 1950." 

On page 43, beginning with line 11, strike 
out all through line 24, and revise line. 25 to 
read as follows: 

" (A) Taxable years beginning after De
cember." 

On page 44, in line 1, delete "1951" and in
sert in lieu thereof "1950," and in lines 2 and 
3 delete "March 31, 1951" and insert in lieu 
thereof "December 31, 1950." 

On page 44, in line 13 delete " ( C) " and 
insert in lieu thereof " ( B) . " . 

On page 45, beginning with line 4, strike 
out all through line 20, and amend lines 21 
and 22 to read as follows: 

.. (A) Taxable years beginning after De
cember 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954." 

On page 46, in line 9, delete "(C)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "(B) ." 

On page 47, beginning with line 3, strike 
out all through line 9 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

" ( 3) In the case of taxable years begin
ning after December 31, 1950, and before 
January 1, 1954, there." 

On page 47, beginning with line 17, strike 
out all through line 23 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

" ( 4) In the case of taxable yea.rs begin
ning after December 31, 1950, and." 

On page 48, beginning with line 13, strike 
out all through line 19 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: "period at the end 
thereof the following: '; except that in the 
case of taxable years beginning after Decem
ber 31, 1950, and'." 

On page 50, beginning with line 22, strike 
out all through line 25. 

On page 51, beginning with line 1, strike 
out all through line 8 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"(A) Taxable years beginning after De
cember 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954. 
In the case of taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before January 1, 
1954, 62 per." 

On page 51, in line 14, delete "(C)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "(B) ." 

On page 52, beg,inning with line l, strike 
out all through line 9 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: . 

"In the case of a public utility, (A) for a 
taxable year beginning after December 31, 
1950, and before January 1, 1954, an amount 
equal to." 

On page 52, in line 14., delete " ( c)" and 
insert in lieu thereof "(B) ." 

On page 53, beginning with line 1, strike 
out all through - line 16 and insert. in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"(1) Taxable years beginning after De
cember 31, 1950, and before January 1, 1954: 
In the case of a taxable year beginning after 
December 31, 1950, and before January 1, 
1954, an amount equal to 27 percent of its 
normal:-tax net income computed without 
regard to the credit provided in this sub
section. 

"(2) Taxable years beginning after De
cember 31, 1953: In the case of a taxable 
year beginning after December 31, 1953, an 
amount equal to 30 percent of its normal
tax ·net income computed without regard 
to the credit provided in this subsection." 

On page 59, in lines 20 and 24, delete 
"March 31, 1951" and insert in lieu thereof 
"December 31, 1950." 

On page 61, beginning with line 5, strike 
out all through line 19 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"The amendment made by this part shnll 
be applicable only with respect to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1950. 
For treatment of taxable yca::-s bzginning in 
1950, and ending in 1951, see section lSl." 
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On page 65, in line 19, strike out "April 

1, 1951" and insert in lieu thereof "Janu
ary 1, 1951"; and in line 21 strike out "March 
31, 1951" and insert in lieu thereof "Decem
ber 31, 1950." 

On page 66, in line 4, strike out "March 
31, 1951" and insert in lieu thereof "De
cember 31, 1950"; and in line 17, strike out 
"April 1, 1951" and insert in lieu thereof · 
"January 1, 1951." · 

On page 66, beginning with line 20, strike 
out all through line 25 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"(g) Taxable years of corporations be
ginning after June 30, 1950, and before Janu
ary 1, 1951, and ending in 1951: In the case 
of a taxable year of a corporation beginning 
after June 30, 1950, and before January 1, 
1951 and ending after December 31, 1950, 
the." 

On page 67 in line 6, strike out "April 1, 
1951" and insert in lieu thereof "January 
1, 1951", and in lines 12 and 13 strike out 
"March 31, 1951" and insert in lieu thereof 
"December 31, 1950." · 

On page 70, in lines 23 and 25, strike out 
the word "April" and insert in lieu thereof 
"January." 

On page 71, beginning with line 7, strike 
out all through line 13 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

"(2) Taxable years ending after December 
31 , 1950.-In the case of a taxable year be
ginning before January 1, 1951, and ending 
after December 31, 1950, the tax imposed by 
subsection (a) ." 

On page 71 in lines 20 and 24, delete the 
word "April" and insert in lieu thereof the 
word "January." 

On page 72, in line 1, delete "March 31, 
1951" and insert in lieu thereof "December 
31, 1950." 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, my 
amendment is a simple one, offered to a 
very complicated tax bill. The amend
ment is so simple and so clear that I do 
not believe I shall have to use all the 
time which has been allotted to me. 

Under this amendment, the new tax 
rates for corporations would be effective 
January 1 of the current year, instead of 
April 1, as is provided by the Senate 
committee. 

There is no justification, in fact or in 
theory, for making the new corporation 
taxes effective April 1. 

The bill, as approved by the House, 
made new corporation tax rates effective 
January 1. The amendment I have 
offered, cosponsored by 12 other Mem
bers of the Senate, strikes out the change 
made by the Senate committee, and re
stores this provision of the bill to the 
form approved by the House. 

In practical effect, Mr. President, my 
amendment would increase Federal reve
nues by about $500,000,000. The amend
ment offered by the Senate committee 
would decrease Federal revenues by 
$500,000,000, or one-tenth the size of the 
whole bill. The Senate committee ver
sion would forgive $500,000,000 in cor
porate tax liability, even at the rates 
proposed by the Senate committee, and 
even more than that amount at the rates 
approved by the House. 

Mr. President, there is no justification 
for this forgiveness. There is no reason 
for this cut in Federal revenues, for this 
special favor to corporations. 

I do not know why the Senate com
mittee set the date of applicability of the 
new rates for corporations at April 1. 
The committee report gives no firm rea
son. Why April 1? Why not March 1 

or February 1 or June 1? There is no 
sense 'to an April 1 date, and there is a 

. loss to the Government of half a billion 
dollars. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the distin

guished junior Senator from New York 
be good enough to tell us what the for
giveness consists of? It is not forgive-
ness .from existing law, is it? · 

Mr. LEHMAN. It is foregiveness of 
an amount to which the Government is 
entitled, and which the Government 
would receive if the date were fixed as of 
January 1, instead of April 1. Tlie Janu
ary 1 date is in accordance with the al
most invariable custom of the Congress 
of the United States. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Then as the matter 
stands now, sincE>. it is not · a forgiveness 
from existing law, it is a forgiveness, for 
the moment, at least, from a standard in 
the Senator's mind. Is that correct? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I think I shall develop 
that in the course of my remarks. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Very well. 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, the 

committee report argues with itself on 
the question of whether to make the new 
corporat.} rates effective April 1, July 1, 
or October 1. The arguments are reve
nue arguments. If the effective date 
for the new rates was set at July 1, the 
committee says, Government revenue 
from the new corporation taxes would 
be decreased $360,000,000. If the effec
tive date were made October l, Federal 
revenues would be decreased $680,000,-
000. 

The total take for the Government, 
the total revenue from the new corpo
ration taxes in the fiscal year 1952, will 
be $975,000,000, if the effective date 
ia April 1, as proposed by the Senate 
committee; $615,0GO,OOO if the effective 
date is July 1; or $295,000,000 if the 
effective date is October 1. 

The committee report does not men
tion the revenue effect of changing the 
effective date from the House version 
of January 1; but the loss ·is estimated 
by the Treasury at $500,000,000, more 
thar. half of this amount in the current 
fiscal year. 

The report says that the Finance Com
mittee is opposed to what it calls retro
active rate increases. Indeed, this is the 
only rationalization for moving the date 
forward from January 1; but April 1 is 
only 3 months less retroactive than 
J.lnuary 1. If this so-called principle 
were adhered to, the committee should 
logically recommend that the new corpo
rate rate should be effective November 
1. But the committee does not make any 
such recommendation. The committee 
knows what the effect of such a recom
mendation would be. Its effect would be 
to make the new corporation taxes large
ly hypothetical as far as the present fis
cal year is concerned. While individual 
income-tax payers would be required to 
con~ribute an additional $1,400,000,000 
in revenue to the Federal Government 
during the current fiscal year, corpora
tions woulci pay practically nothing. 

Why is this true with regard to corpo
ration taxes?. It is true because the bulk 

of the corporations maintain their books 
on a calendar year basis. They pay their 
taxes in four installments in the year 
following the year of liability. If these 
new rates were made applicable to corpo
rations beginning November 1, most 
corporations would pay in the present 
fiscal year less than one-twelfth of their · 
increased liability under the proposed 
tax bill. They would owe for the calen
dar year 1951 only two-twelfths of the 
proposed increase, covering 2 months; 
and in the present fiscal year, they would 
be required to pay little more than oi:le
half of that. Even by the end of fiscal 
1953, the corporations would not have 
paid a full year's tax at the new rate. 
Thus, it is unrealistic to speak of retro
activity with regard to corporations. 

The Senate committee is well aware of 
that fact. No committee would have 
dared report a tax bill making corpora
tion taxes effective as of the current date. 
Such a bill would, in effect, def er in
creased corporation tax rates for more 
than a year. It would bring no increased 
revenue to the Government. The corpo
rations would be excused from carrying 
their share of the national burden, from 
making their share of the national sacri
fice in the ' current fiscal year. Such a 
tax bill would be scandalous and insup
portable. 

So the Senate committee proposed 
making corporation tax rates effective 
as of April 1, although the House had 
voted to make those rates effective Janu
ary 1. The Senate committee thtis 
recognizes the principle of retroactivity 
of rates, so far as corporations are con
cerned. It is just a question of how 
much. What is the reason for an April 1 
date? The only reason I can see is to 
forgive a half billion dollars in corpora
tion taxes. It is a grant of that much to 
corporations. 

Mr. President, I should like to be help
ful to our great corporations and to all 
others. I admire the achievements and 
contributions of the corporations to the 
national economy; but my admiration 
does not carry to the point o'f forgiving 
them half a billion dollars of tax liability 
while the working men and women are 
asked to contribute their share, not next 
year, not the year after, but this year. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator is not in 

favor of making the income tax on the 
workingman retroactive, is he? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Certainly I am not. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course not. 
Mr. LEHMAN. But the bill does not 

forgiv.e them anything. They have to 
bear their share. In the case of the pro
posal of the Senate Finance Committee, 
the principle of retroactivity is recog
nized; but they set the date April 1, in
stead of January 1, which has been the 
invariable custom, as I shall point out, 
and they thus save the corporations an 
amount as large as $500,000,000, accord
ing to the estimates of the Treasury 
Department. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would advise the 
distinguished Senator that the April 1 
date applies only to corporations, and the 
individual income taxpayer has no re- . 
troactivity applied to him at · all. 
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Mr. LEHMAN. I realize that-and he 
never has had. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is a highly d,e
sirable provision, as I see it. 

Mr. LEHMAN. He never has had; but 
the corporation tax has always been ret
roactive, and, in almost every instance, 
to January 1; and I shall develop that as 
I go along. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Very well. 
Mr. LEHMAN. The Wall Street Jour

nal reported on September 11 that the 
change of effective date r ecommended by 
the Senate committee would reduce the 
tax liability of United States Steel by 
$23,000,000. I see no reason for Congress 
to make this grant of $23,000,000 to 
United States Steel and comparable 
grants to our other giant corporations 
in a year when we are all being called 
upon to tighten our belts, to work a little 
harder, to contribute a little more, to 
spend a little less-in a year when we 
face a budget deficit of $10,000,000,000, 
in a year when our national income is at 
record levels. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. Pres~dent, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield for a question. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not desire to dis

turb the Senator from New York unduly, 
but I know he does not mind a question 
or two occasionally. Would the Senator 
mind putting. in the RECORD a statement 
of the number of workers employed by 
the United States Steel Corp. and the 
other rich corporations to which he 
refers? 

Mr. LEilMAN. I do not have the fig
ures available, but, of course, I would be 
very glad to get them. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It is through their 
employment by the corporations that 
they get their living. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I realize that, of course. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. They get their living 

out of the well-being of the corporation 
which provides the payroll. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I realize that, of 
course; but that ·makes no difference. 
They render service for their employer, 
and the steel corporation, · of couTse, 
profits by the increasing employment 
given to workers, and by the increasing 
production. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. And the profits 
which are retained are used to expand 
the plant, buy modern machines for the 
workers, and expand the payroll: and 
those profits which are not so used go to 
the dividend man, and he has got to 
have those little dividends-and most of 
them are litle dividends-to pay the 
grocer, to keep a roof over his head, to 
buy some shoes for the children, and so 
forth ·and so on. So these great prof
itable corporations serve a very useful 
economic function; and if we did not 
have them, it would be necessary to in-
vent them. · 

Mr. LEHMAN. Of course, it would be; 
but I am surprised at the statement of 
my distinguished friend from Colorado. 
I may say again, as I said last weelv. that 
I have great admiration for the Senator 
and for his ability. But as I interpret 
his remarks the Senator from Colorado 
says that because these great corpora
tions give employment to so many men
and of course we know they do-they 

should be excused from bearing their 
share of the tax burden. If the Sen
ator's thesis is correct, why permit the 
taxation of corporations at all? I may 
say that these corporations are making 
more money today than they ever made 
before; there can be no doubt about 
that; and their production is greater. 
Furthermore, in many cases the amount 
they put back into the business is greater 
than it ever has been before, in spite of 
the fact that dividends are greater. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. . Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHM N. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not for one 

moment suggest that they should not 
pay taxes. I, on the minority side, have 
been a leader in the efforts to tax them. 
I was a minority leader in imposing the 
excess-profits tax on them. So I do not 
want any misinterpretation of my own 
position. But merely-because a corpora
tion is large, or because it is making big 
profits, does not .argue either for or 
against an additional tax. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am not saying it 
does. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think we must be 
careful lest we give the impression that 
because a corporation is large, and 
because it makes big profits, we should 
h ike its taxes. That argument cannot 
be sustained as a generality, any more 
than can the arguments that their taxes 
should be decreased. It means nothing. 

Mr. LEHMAN .. Will the Senator from 
Colorado understand that I am not dis
cussing any hike in taxes at all? I am 
discussing the date of the collection of 
the taxes. I am not discussing a hike 
in taxes. But I am delighted to hear 
the Sena tor from Colorado express his 
adherence to the principle of taxing cor
porations, because I very much hope, and 
now I expect, that he will support my 
amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I think since I have 
been in the Senate I have probably voted, 
and in some instances have led, in put
ting tax after tax upon corporations. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am aware of that. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. It do not believe that 

because a corporation is a corporation 
it is entitled to any tax exemption, or 
merely because it is a corporation, or 
is a large corporation, that it is en
titled either to a tax increase or to a tax 
decrease. The argument must rest on 
another basis. 
. Mr. LEHMAN. I am very much en
couraged in the hope that the Senator 
will go along with my amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield?. 
. Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator 

from Minnesota. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Is it not true that 

the argument should rest upon the abil
ity to pay, that it should rest upon the 
principle of simple fact as to whether an 
organization or an individual has the 
earned income or the profit which makes 
it possible for the appropriate payment 
of appropriate taxes? I think the facts 
bear us out and bear out what the Sena
tor from New York is so well stating, 
that in the first quarter of 1951-these 
figures were used ·extensively · yester-

day,.,.-corporate profits before t axes were 
running at· the rate of $51,800,000,000; 
corporate profits after taxes were run
ning at the annual rate of $23,300,000,-
000 ; dividend payments were running at 

·the rate of $8,800,000,000; and undistrib
uted profits were running at the annual 
rate of $14,500,000,000 in the first quar
ter of 1951. That is the quarter to which 
the Senator from New York is directing 
his attention. 

I agree with the ·Senator from Colo
rado that merely because someone is 
making money affords no reason for sud
denly rushing in with a discriminatory 
tax and trying to take it away from him; 
but I likewise point out that the record 
is complete that the corporations ex
pected their tax liability to start Janu
ary 1. They were notified to prepare 
on the basis of that, and the financial 
journals of Chicago, Philadelphia, San 
Francisco, and New York, journals which 
we shall place in this RECORD, show that 
they were prepared and preparing to 
meet their tax liability as of January 1, 
not as of April 1. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield for a question. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. It is news to me that 

the corporations handle their business 
exclusively on the advice of the trade 
journals. I have no doubt that when 
that advice is believed to be sound it is 
followed. But I suspect that the inan
agements of corporations preserve theit 
own discretion in the matter, and, Mr: 
President, sometimes they do not have 
discretion to set up reserves to cover 
retroactive taxation. · One may read 
something in a newspaper to the effect 
that corporation A is going to set up 
reserves for thi.s and that, while other 
corporations may not have the funds 
with which to set up reserves. Most of 
the corporations are not big, sound, pot.: 
bellied institutions. Most ef them are 
of much smaller size, running down to 
yery small corporations which are under 
great distress to meet regular taxes al· 
ready imposed, let alone meeting retro-
active taxes. · 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, win 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Colorado is now talking about the. wages 
and profits of corporate industry. We 
get back to the same argument. But I 
submit that the estimated gross profits 
and net profits are running at an all
time high. Let me correct the Senator 
in one other respect. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have 
yielded to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota referred to what the finan
cial journals had reported. This is not 
a figment of their imagination. Just as. 
the reporters . in the Press Gallery of the 
Senate report what they hear, so the 
:financial journals report what they have 
heard from the corporate directors and 
~he corporate managers about setting 
aside reserves for a tax liability, which 
tax liability has been announced earlier 
by the Congress in 1950. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 

Senator is not recognizing the point of 
distinction which I am making. Again 
we fall into the habit of talking in gen
eralities. Some corporations set up re
serves, some voluntarily did not, per
haps unwisely, and some did not because 
they could not. ·we have to keep all 
those things in mind. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I shall develop that 
point a little later in my remarks; but I 
may ·say that certainly ample warning 
had been given, ample warning covering 
a period of 8 or 9 months, and those who 
were not in position to set up reserves 
will not be disturbed or suffer any hard
ships. If they do not have earnings they 
will not pay any corporate tax. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. MOODY. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado, 
since he has discussed the principle of 
retroactivity in taxation, why the com
mittee set the effective date of the levy 
as April 1. What is the difference in 
principle between making it retroactive 
to April 1 and making it retroactive to 
January 1, which would include the first 
quarter, the most profitable quarter in 
corporate history? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am glad the Sena
tor has asked that question. It is time 
that he appreciates some of the practical 
implications of the committee bill. 
There is a question of adjustment, which 
is important when it does not sacrifice 
essential principles. One viewpoint was 
that we should go back to January 1. 
There was one viewpoint, which was 
strongly urged, that we should make the 
date July 1. We compromised on April 
1. That is all there is to it. So far as I 
am concerned, I should be willing to see 
the date fixed at July 1, but if I cannot 
have July 1, I will fake April 1 in pref
erence to January 1. It is just that 
simple. 

Mr. MOODY. Would not July 1 also 
be retroactive? If the Senator advo
cated July 1, was he not advocating 
retroacti vi ty? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. By July 1 there were 
no if's, but's, or maybe's with reference 
to the fact that there was going to be a 
tax. 

Mr. MOODY. Is the Sen2,tor , imply
ing that early this year there was not 
adequate notice and general expectation 
that there would be an increase in taxes? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do ·not imply it; I 
charge it, I allege ·it. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New · York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield for a question. 
Mr. TAFT. I point out that there is 

a logical basis for the date of April 1. 
It is true that there were rumors that 
taxes would be raised, but they were 
only rumors. The President made some 
recommendations. After all, the Presi
dent has nothing to do with the initia
tion of tax bills. That lies with the 
House of Representatives. It was April 
before there was any crystallization of 
sentiment in the House. I voted for the 
April 1 date because it seemed to me 
that by that time there was a pretty good 

assumption that the House would rec
ommend a five-point increase. But I do 
not think it ·can be said that there was 
any reasonable anticipation .or reason
able basis on which to fix any tentative 
reserve until the House committee had 
taken some action. That is why I think 
there is a logical basis for the date of 
April 1. 

Mt. LEHMAN. I wish to continue my 
remarks for the sake of saving time, be
cause I am taking up -and discussing 
various issues which have been raised, 
but I may say to the distinguished Sen
ator from Ohio, since he ref erred to the 
warning as a rumor, that I think a pres
idential message addressed to the Con
gress early iri January and a bill intro
duced in the House of Representatives 
early in January cannot be described as 
rumors. They certainly served notice 
that the disposition of the question was 
a very important issue. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator "from New York yield further? 

Mr. LEHMAN. For a question. 
Mr. TAFT. Is the Senator aware of 

the fact that the Constitution vests the 
whole revenue-raising power in the 
House of Representatives and not in the 
President, and that no one can assume· 
arbitrarily that there is going to be an 
increase in taxes unless · there is a crys
tallization of sentiment in the House· of 
Representatives? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Of course the Senator 
from New York realizes that a · measure 
affecting revenue must be initiated in 
the House of Representatives, but cer
tainly there had been ample notice that 
a tax bill would come before the Con
gress, and that there was a great likeli
hood of the date being fixed at January 
1. It is my opinion that that was under
stood by most of the manufacturers. I 
shall develop all these questions a little 
later in my remarks. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? . 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I desire to make 

one comment with reference to rumors. 
As one person said, it was an ugly rumor 
based on fact. That kind of a rumor 
does have some compelling control. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield further? 
. Mr. LEHMAN. I have yielded to the 
Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Earlier in the de
bate we discussed the whole question of 
the powers of revenue raising and the 
powers of appropriation. I have in my 
hand a copy of the Senate Manual, and 
I am ref erring to a section of the Consti
tution dealing with the powers of the 
Congress. Under those powers of the 
Congress the Constitution provides that 
Congress shall have power to lay and 
collect taxes, to provide for the common 
defense and the general welfare of the 
United States. It goes on to point out 
that it has power to borrow money on 
the credit of the · United States, and it . 
also points out that the Congress of the 
United States has the power of appropri
ation. That is exactly what the Senator 
from Minnesota and the Senator from 
New York have been saying, that the 
same Congress which has made appro-

priations has the complete and unlim
ited power of raising revenue. Both 
powers are without any limitation of ju
risdiction whatsoever. It is the Congress 
that has made the appropriations, and it 
is the Congress that must enact the ·rev
enue-raising measures. 

The Senator from New York is correct 
when he says that Congress itself had al
ready initiated action upon the revenue
raising program, and had thereby given 
warning. If the Senator from Ohio 
wants to call it a rumor, I repeat my 
statement, that it was one of those ugly 
rumors based upon facts. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr . . President, will 
the Senator from New York yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I gladly yield to the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee, but after that I would ask that I 
be permitted to complete my remarks, 
which are of some length. Senators will 
understand I am limited to 1 hour. If 
I have any time on the completion of my 
remarks I shall be glad to yield for any 
questions. If not, the opponents of my 
amendment will have 1 hour, and they 
may talk in their own time. 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not wish to in
terrupt the Senator. I merely invite 
attention to the fact that while the 
budget message came to Congress in Jan
uary it made no reference to tax rates 
at all, and it was February before the 
Secretary of the Treasury submitted a 
reco_mmendation. It was April 1 before 
the House- Ways and Means Committee 
went into executive session to frame a 
bill . . 

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator 
very much for his statement. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, does the 
Senator prefer not to yield further at 
this time? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I prefer not to yield 
further, but if I have any time later I 
shall be glad to yield. I do not know · 
whether the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio will oppose this amendment, but 
those who are opposed--

Mr. TAFT. I am opposed to the Sen
ator's amendment, and I am for the pro
vision of the committee bill. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Then the Senator 
may express his thoughts and opinions 
during tr..e hour allotted to the oppo
nents of the amendment. 

Corporation profits, as has been stated 
repeatedly in the Senate during this de
bate, are running at the rate of $50,-
000,000,000 before taxes, and $23,000,-
000,000 after taxes. This is an a.11-time 
high. There may be individual in
stances of decreased earnings and prof
its. There are a few soft spots in the 
economic picture-in textiles and simi
lar goods. But the corporations which 
are making little or no profit would be 
required to pay little or no increase in 
taxes. What we are trying to get at, 
what we are trying to get for the Gov
ernment and for the country, is to tap 
the big profits, the rich and record earn
ings of corporations which can, should, 
and must help pay for the national de
fense effort--for the effort on which our 
national survival depends. 

This is no time for mollycoddling 
either ourselves, as individuals, our peo
ple, or our corporations. 

• 
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These are times for sacrifice, and espe
cially for equality of sacrifice. 

The corporations should lead the way 
in bearing a fair share of the national 
burden, not only in producing goods for 
the national defense, but in producing 
revenues for the national defense. 

The Bureau of Labor Statistics re
ported as of July of this year that a city 
worker's family budget required, as a 
minimum, an income of $3,800 for a fam
ily of four, to meet minimum needs of 
fooa, .clothing, shelter, medical care, and 
recreation. Under present law an in
come of $4,000 for a head of household, a 
married man with two dependents, a 
family of four, bears a tax liability of 
$320. This tax is proposed to be in
creased by the Senate com111ittee by 11 
percent. This tax would be collectible 
immediately, in the first pay check. 
Even under present law the individual in 
question is paying more taxes than his 
budget can stand, under the minimum 
requirements described by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. But we are going to 
increase those taxes immediately by 11 
percent. We are going to reduce the 
standard of living of that family even 
further below the minimum than is now 
the case. 

Meanwhile we are also proposing to 
lay on more excise taxes. We propose to 
raise $1,300,000,000 of additional revenues 
in excise taxes. These taxes will fall 
largely on the great mass of the people, 
on those of low and moderate income. 
They pay the bulk of these indirect taxes. 
They pay the taxes on toilet goods, on 
automobiles, on tobacco, cigarettes, dis
tilled spirits, beer, and on most of the 
other 61 items and service commodities 
on wnich taxes are now levied. 

Under the terms of the pending bill, 
another score of commodities and prod .. 
ucts are to be added to the list .of those 
on which excise taxes are to be levied. 
These include su~h necessities as gaso .. 
line, cigarettes, washing machines, and 
vacuum cleaners. On some of these 
items, the excise tax is unjust and un
wise. 

I dislike most excise taxes. They are 
a regressive tax. They place the great
est burden on those lea,st able to pay. 
But we are going to raise $800,000,000 
additional this fiscal year, in excises, 
above that which we already collect in 
excise taxes. This, too, is from the pock
ets of the great masses of the people. 

Are we then to spare the corporations, 
for give them their increased taxes this 
year, tell them that while we are going 
to raise the rates, they will not need to 
pay higher taxes until 1953, and that 
they need make only a token contribu
tion to help balance this year's deficit, 
a token contribution to this year's need" 
for revenue? I say "No.''. And I am 
convinced the American people will say 
"No." 

The fiag of nonretroactivity is raised 
with regard to corporations, even though, 
I believe, it is meaningless. What has 
been the practice in other years? What 
has been the principle we have followed 
in past years, in times when there was 
no national emergency, no world emer
gency? 

The records show that in every year, 
except in 1950, corporation taxes have 
always been whn.t some might call retro
active-effective on the first day of the 
year in which the new tax rates have 
been established by law. This record, 
Mr. President, goes back to 1909, even 
before our individual income-tax law was 
adopted. Corporation taxes have always 
been levied as of January l, by Repub
lican Congresses and by Democratic Con
gresses, by conservative administrations 
and by liberal administrations. There 
was one minor exception in 1921. But, 
to balance that, the wartime tax bill 

··of 1918, approved in February 1919, made 
the corporation tax effective as of Janu
ary 1, 1918. In other words, it made the 
retroactive clause in the bill run for 
nearly 14 months. 

The amendment which I have pro
posed, which would place the date as 
January 1, instead of April 1, is no in
novation. My amendment is no get
tough proposal with corporations. They 
have always paid at new rates effective 

1 
as of January 1. Otherwise the increased 
revenues would not be realized for 1 
year or even 2 years after the new tax 
rates were put into effect. 
· Any corporation of any knowledge or 
experience makes provision for these in
creased taxes, sets aside from its earn
ings a sum sufficient to pay these taxes. 

Mr. President, I have a table of those 
effective dates of past corporation-tax 
provisions. I ask unanimous consent to 
insert that table at this point in my 

re~ai~k!~ eloquent table and should re- i 
fute all arguments as to the allegedly 
unfair nature of a so-called retroactive 
corporation tax. While I am not going 
to read _this table, but rather shall · in
sert it in the RECORD, I do want to draw 
attention to certain actions which were 
taken showing the extent of our princi
ple of retroactivity. The initial tax bill, 1 

as I have already said, was passed on · 
August 5, 1909. The effective date of 
change was January 1, 1909. 

In 1917, Congress :passed a bill to in
crease the tax rate. The date of enact
ment was October 3, and the effective 
date of change was January 1 of that 
same year. 

On Novemb.er 23, 1921, Congress en
acted a bill further increasing the cor
poration-tax rate. That was made ret
roactive. 

On October· 8, 1940, Congress passed 
a tax bill, and made the effective date 
retroactive to January 1 of that year. 

On September 20, 1941, Congress 
passed a bill increasing the tax rates, and 
made the effective date January 1 of that 
year. 

On October 21, 1942, Congress passed 
a tax bill and made the effective date of 
change January 1 of that year. 

And so it goes. There are at least 
30 or 40 instances of Congress having 
increased the taxes and making the ef
fective date of change January 1 of the 
year in which the tax measure was 
passed. 

There being ·:no objection, the table 
was ordered to be-printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

History of the corporation income tax in the United States 

Feder~! tax law Provisions 

iActof-

Date of en
actment 

Effective 
date of 
change 

1 ~~f.· 3~' 1~~~==== ============= =:================== 
Revenue Act of-

Initial tax of 1 percent with a $5,000 specific credit·---------------------------------~------ Aug. 5, 1909 Jan. 1, 1909 
Eliminated $5,000 specific credit .• --------------------------------------------------------- Oct. 3, 1913 Mar. 1, 1913 

1916. - -- - -- - - - -- - -- - - -- -- - -- -- - -- -- - - - - -- - - - - -- - - -
1917 --- ------------ - ----- ---- - - - - -- ---- - - --- --- - - -
1918. ------ ---- - - -- - - - - - -- - - --- - --- - - - -- - - - - - - -- - -

1921 ___ ------- - - - -- - - --- - - - -- -- - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - - - - -
1926 _________ - - - - -- - - -- -- - - --- - - - - - -- - - - - -- - -- -- - -

1928. - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ------ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -ll'oint Resolution No. 133-1929 ____________________ __ _ 
Revenue Act of-

Increased rate from 1 to 2 percent-------------------------- ---------------------------~ --- Sept. 8, 1916 
Increased rate from 2 to 6 percent 1-------------------------------------------------------- Oct. 3, 1917 
Increased rate from 6 to 12 percent for 1918 and provided $2,000 specific exemption_________ Feb. 24, 1919 
Reduced rate from 12 to 10 r,ercent for 1919·-------------- -- --------- - ----- - --------------- ---- -------- - -
Increased rate from 10 to 12~ percent'--- -- ----------------------------------------------- Nov. 23, 1921 
Increased rate from 12~ to 13 percent for 1925_____________________________________________ Feb. 26, 1926 
Further increase to 13~ percent for 1926 ________________ . _____ _______ _____ _____ ____ : ________ --------- --- ---
Reduced rate from 13~ to 12 percent and increased specific exemption from $2,000 to $3,000. May 29, 1928 
Reduced rate from 12 to 11 percent for 1929 onlY----------------------------------·-------- Dec. 16, 1929 

1932_ _ _ _ _ __ _ __________ ____________ _ __ _______ ____ __ Increased rate from 12 to 13~ percent and eliminated specific exemption _________________ _ June 6, 1932 
June 22, 1936 1936 ___________ ___ ------- --- - ---- -- - - ___ -------- _ _ Increased rate and changed rate structure .• --------------------- __ -- ---------- __ -- -- -- -__ _ 

Adopted graduated normal tax ranging from 8 percent on first $2,000 of net income to 
15 percent on income over $40,000,3 and surtax on undistributed profits ranging from 
7 to 27 percent.• 

Jan. 1, 1916 
Jan. 1, 1917 
Jan. 1, 1918 
Jan. 1, 1919 
Jan. 1, 1922 
Jan. 1, 1925 
Jan. 1, 1926 
Jan. 1, 1928 
Jan. 1, 1929 

Jan. 1, 1932 
Jan. 1, 1936 

,- ' 1 The Revenue Act of 1917 provided the transition in the tax treatment of intercorporate dividends from the full inclusion of corporate dividends to the exclusion of such di vi
~ dends. TI;iis act imposed a tax of 1 percent on dividends from earnings of 1913, 1914, and 1915i and 2 percent on dividends from earnings ol 1916 and 1917. Intercorporate divi-
1 dends received from earnings of 1918 and subsequent years were exempt from tax until 1936, wnen 15 percent of divjdends was included in the tax base. 

J In addition, made specific exemption applicable only to corporations with net incomes of $25,000 or less. 
a The brackets and normal tax rates under the Revenue Act of 1936 were: First $2,000 of normal tax net income, 8 percent; next $13,000 of normal tax net income, 11 percent; 

next $25,000 of normal tax net income, 13 percent; over $40,000 of normal tax net income, 15 percent. 
t 4 The rates of surtax on undistributed profits under the Revenue Act of 1936 were: 7 percent on portion of undistributed net income not in excess of 10 percent of adjusted net 
lnoo:i;ne; 12 percent on portion of undistributed net income exceeding 10 percent but not 20 percent of adjusted net income; 17 percent on portion of undistributed net income ex
ceedmg 20 percent but not 40 percent of adjusted net income; 22 percent on portion of undistributed net income exceeding 40 percent but not 60 percent of adjusted net income; 
27 percent on portion of undistributed net income exceeding 60 percent of adjusted net income. 
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l~istory of. the corporation- income tax in the United States-Continued 

Federal tax law 

; 

::evenue Act of-Continued 

Provisions Date ol en
actment 

Effective 
date of 
change 

1938_ ~ ----- --- __ ------ ___ --- _ -- __ --- ___ __ __ ___ _ ___ Increased rates _____________________________________________________ _ 
Retained principle of undistributed profits tax for corporations-wifli-D.et-income-of-

May 28, 1938 Jan. 1, 1938 

more than $25,000. · · 
Tax on such corporations was 19 percent less 16~ percent of dividends received credit 

and 2~ percent of dividends paid.& 
Corporations with net income of $25,000 or less were taxed at rates graduated from 1272 

percent on first $5,000 of net income to 16 percent on amount over $20,000.6 

m~-<ici)========================================= -~~:~J~~~-~~:~======================== = =================================================== June 25, 1940 Jan. 1, 1940 
Oct. 8, 1940 Do. 

In combination the 2 Revenue Acts of 1940 increased rates to the following: 
For corporations with net income of: . Percent 

~!e~3i~J~~-~= ==== == === ===== == == === = ==========~=========== = ===== = 14. 85-182! 
194L __ ---- _ --- _ ---- --------------------·--- -- --- _ Incr+~!~~~~ifr~t~~t~e~~afo~~~: surtax ___ -------------------- ___________ ---------_ Sept. 20,_1941 Jan. 1, 1941 

Income 

Not over $5,000 _____________________ ____ .: ____________ ----- -------- ____ _ 
Over $5,000 but not over $20,0QO ______________________________________ _ 
Over $20,000 but not over $25,000--------------------------------------0ver $25,000 but not over $38,461.54 ___________________________________ _ 
Entire income if in excess of $38,461.54---------------------------------

I 
Combined 

rate on 
income in 
bracket 

Percent 
21 
23 
25 
44 
31 

1942---------------------------------------------- Increased combined normal and surtax rates as follows: Oct. 21, 1942 Jan. 1, 1942 

Income 

Not over $5,000 _______________ ________ --------- ________ _____ :_ ----·----'- __ _ 

g;:~ ~~~obt~f~~t0~~~r$~5~~~o================================ = === = ==== 
Over $25,000 but not over $50,000 ___ --------------------------------------Entire income if in excess of $50,000 ______________________________________ _ 

Combined 
rate on 

income in 
bracket 

Fer cent 
25 ' 
27 
29 
53 
40 

1945---~------------·-----··-------------------·-·- Reduced rates. No change in normal tax. Surtax rates reduced-------------------------- Nov. 8, 1945 Jan. 1, 1946 
'l'he combined rates are as follows: 

Income 

Not over $5,000_ .,_ ________________ • ------ _____________ ----- ___ ---- ----- _ 
Over $5,000 but not over $20,000 ______________________________________ _ 
Over $20,000 but not over $25,000 _____________________________________ _ 
Over $25,000 but not over $50,000 _____________________________________ _ 
Entire income if in excess of $50,000 ___________________________ ________ _ 

Combined 
rate on 

income in 
bracket 

Percent 
21 
23 
25 
53 
38 

1950---------------------------------------------- Inc.reased rates and changed method of rate graduation____________________________________ Sept. 23, 1950 July 1, 1950 
Excess Profits Tax Act of 1950.----------------------- Increased surtax rate from 20 to 22 percent _________________________________________________ Jan. 3, 1951 July 1, 1950 ~ 

In combination the Revenue Act of 1950 and the Excess Profits Tax Act of 1950 in-
creased rates to the following: s 

Income I Normal 
tax Surtax 

First $2fi,OOO__________________________________ Percen~51 :_~~~~~~--
Over $25,000____________________________________ 25 22 

Combined 
rate on 

income in 
bracket 

Percent 
25 
47 

6 Not to exceed 27{! percent of adjusted net income. · 
. e For the purpose of making the transition from the reduced rates for corporations with net incomes of $25,000 and less and the fiat rate applicable to those with net incomes 

of more than $25,000, an alternative tax (the' 'notch") was provided, applicable to corporations with net incomes of slightly more than $25,000. 
1 Provided "notch" for corporations with net incomes between $25,000 and $38,56G. 
s These rates apply in full to taxable years beginning on or after July 1, 1950. The Revenue Act of 1950 provided a transition schedule for the calendar year 1950, consisting of 

a normal tax of 23 percent applicable to entire profits and a surtax of 19 percent on surtax net income in excess of $25,000. For fiscal years beginning before July 1, 1950, and ending 
after June 30, HJ50, the rates under the old law applied to incom·e earned prior to July 1, 1950, and the new rates to income earned after June 30, 1950. 

1 Increased rate applies to all taxable years beginning on or after July 1, 1950. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, corpo
rations have now been on notice since 
early in January that new and higher 
taxes would be levied. Indeed, the rates 
recommended by the President were con
siderably higher than those set forth 
in the pending bill. Corporations had 
no basis, in past practice or experience, 
for expecting that these new rates would 
not be retroactive. They have no justi
fication for having failed to make pro-

vision for these new taxes, for having 
set aside funds to meet these new taxes. 

And with profits running at record 
levels, there is no reason for the Con
gress to indulge in this charity, in this 
act of generosity toward the corpora
tions. The Nation cannot afford any 
such gesture. 

Mr. President, I cannot see how we 
can face the people of this country and 
say that we are going to tax their indi-

victual incomes at higher rates, we are 
going to ask the individual taxpayers to 
help balance the budget, but we are go
ing to excuse the corporations from pay
ing at the higher rates until 1953, be
cause they did not know that taxes were 
going to go up, or claimed they did not. 
They had that knowledge. They knew 
it from the newspapers, from their trade 
journals, from their organizations. 
Their current earnings certainly reflect 
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I . 
an eminent capacity to pay these taxes, 

• without special hardship and without 
danger to their :financial stability. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mi:. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have 
already stated that I prefer to complete 
my remarks. Later, after the opponents 
have spoken, if I have time, I shall be 
glad to yield. However, I point out that 
I have already yielded a great deal of .• 
my time, and that the opponents of this 
amendment have an hour in which to 
present their views. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for an observa- , .. 
tion? I do not wish to ask a question. ., 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I merely wish to say 

to the Senator that he was very generous 
with me. I was thoughtless, because I 
forgot for the moment that we were op
erating under a limitation of time. I 
thank the Senator. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado. 

I know how important the corpora
tions are to our national economy and 
national productivity. I do not wish to 
place an insupportable burden on them. 
Neither do I want to place this added 
burden on the ordinary taxpayers of this 
country-on the vast numbers of men 
and women who work with hand and 
brain, in shop, office, or factory, or on 
the farm. 

We are taking money out of their . 
pockets. We are taking the bulk of the j 
new taxes from the bulk of the people, · 
in the form· of income taxes and excise 
taxes. We are biting deeper and deeper 
into the low-income levels of the popu- ' 
lation. . 

We know-it is a hard fact of life- ·~. 
that in those levels is the bulk of our 
national income. I wish it were true 
that the great bulk of our national in
come were in the wages and salaries of 
people making $5 ,000 a year or more. ·. 
I wish wages and salaries were at that 
level. But they are not. And the peo
ple, although better off than they were 
15 and 20 years ago-with more goods, 
more comforts, and more conveniences-
still have not reached the level where 

· these new taxes can be borne without 
great sacrifice-in money available to 
pay for ·food, medical care, transporta
tion, education, and recreation. 

Hence, since the taxes must be raised, 
and from these people, we must also raise 
the taxes of corporations. Their profits 
must yield considerable added revenue 
to the Government. 

I remember, Mr. President, last year 
when we levied excess profits taxes on 
corporations. What a storm of protest 
that aroused. We were told that the 
corporations would be deprived of their 
incentive, and would cease to expand or 
to operate. We were warned that new 
investment f_or plant expansion would 
come to a halt, and that corporate earn
ings would be dissipated in waste and 
extravagance. 

Well, that has not happened. New in-.· 
vestment has reached a new high figure. : 

. Corporations are making bigger and bet
ter prnfits. They will continue to do so. 
Whatever protests are made on their 

behalf, the managers and directors of 
those corporations are patriotic and 
high-minded citizens, who have the na
tional interest at heart. They are not 
motivated solely by the profit motive, as 
the NAM would have us believe. 

So let us get on with this legislation. 
Let us get on with our jo~our distaste
ful job-of raising more revenues to· pay 
for the defense effort. Let us approve 
the amendment, making the date of cor
porate taxation effective as of January 
1 of this year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed · in the RECORD at 
this point as a part of my remarks a 
telegram which I received from Mr. 
Louis Hollander, president, and Harold 
J. Garno, secretary-treasurer of the 
New York State CIO Council; also a tele
gram from Walter P. Reuther, president 
of the International Union of Automo
bile Workers. Both telegrams deal with 
the tax legislation under consideration 
although not specifically with the pend~ 
ing amendment. 

$2,500,000,000 tax favors provided to well-to-·: 
do families by split-income provision is 
grossly unfair and unwarranted when more 
revenl,le must be obtained. We strongly op
pose proposed increase and extension of ex
cise taxes on practical necessities like auto
mobiles, tires, replacement parts, washing 
machines, and vacuum cleaners, which shift 
the burden to families whose living stand
ards are already below the minimum Ameri
can standard. We urge you to consider 
favorably CIO recommendations for amend
ment which are being supplied to you. 

WALTER P. REUTHER, 
President, 

International Union UAW-CIO. 

Mr. LEHM:AN. Mr. President, how 
much time have I left? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York has 19 minutes 
~It I 

Mr. LEHMAN. I yield the floor for 
the time being, because I wish to have 
some time left in the event that rebuttal 
becomes necessary. J 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Colorado [Mr. MIL
LIKIN] as much time as he may desire. I 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
think the question arises naturally as to 

There being no objection, the tele
grams were ordered. to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NEW YORK, N. Y., 
September 20, 1951. 

Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C.: 
Provisions of tax bill now under considera

tion threaten to impose additional back
breaking burden on lower-income groups in 
order to protect emergency swollen profits of 
industry. Coming on top of inflationary De
fense Production Act, such tax measure will 
gravely damage public morale and further 
weaken economy. 

• why the committee's recommendation for 
retroactivity goes back to April 1. I do' 
not believe that I am making any undue 
disclosure of the nature of the commit-1 

tee's executive deliberations when I say'. 
that there was some cleavage of opinion' 
as to whether there should be any retro- ' 
activity. l 

On behalf of 1,000,000 CIO members in New 
York State, we therefore urge your support 
for following: 

Elimination of any kind of sales or gen
eral manufacturers excise taxes. 

No increase in tax on incomes under 
$4,000. 

Elimination of split-income provision and 
other loopholes which benefit wealthy. 

Tighten excess-profits provisions. 
Provide withholding tax on dividends and 

interest. · 
Congress must achieve pay-as-you-go tax 

program making major demand on profits 
attributable to national emergency and 
thereafter distributing burden justly ac
cording to ability to pay. 

LOUIS HOLLANDER, 

President. 
• HAROLD J. GARNO, 

Secretary-Treasurer, New York State 
CIO Council. 

DETROIT, MICH., 
September 20, 1951. 

Senator HERBERT H. LEHMAN, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C.: 
Senate Finance Committee tax bill now 

being debated is big step toward NAM-in
spired plan to substitute general Federal 
sales tax for income taxes based on ability 
to pay. Instead of reducing the standards of 
luxury of the well-to-do before cutting down 
further the already inadequate standards 
of living of wage earners and most farm peo
ple, this bill would open new tax loopholes 
for high incomes and luxury spending while 
curtailing purchase of necessities by low in
come families by increased. income taxes 
and increased and new excise taxes, pre
paratory to the imposition of a general Fed
eral sales tax later, as forecast by Commit
tee Chairman GEORGE. Continuation ot 

A while ago I stated that the date of 
April 1 was selected as an adjustment 
of those conflicting viewpoints. So far' 
as I am concerned, that is the complete' 
answer. I notice that the distinguished 
senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] ' 
rationalizes the irrational by mention-' 
ing some factors which to his mind had 
significance in connection with fixing 
the date of April 1. I simply wish to re
peat that so far as I am concerned it 
was one of those practical adjustments 
in a field where I would have preferred 
that it be ~u1y· 1 instead of January 1; 
but not bemg able to get July 1, I was 
as content as I could be under the cir
cumstances with April 1. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. KERR. I understood the distin

guished Senator from New York to make 
a statement a while ago indicating that 
the committee had dealt much more 
harshly with individuals in this regard 
than it had with corporations. Is it not 
a fact that the effective c!ate for the 
increase in the individual rates is as of 
November 1? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma is entirely cor
rect. There was the greatest solicitude 
shown for individuals, and none was 
shown for corporations. 

Mr. KERR. The fact of the matter is, 
if the Senator will permit a further ques
tion along the same line, that the effec
tive date - for corporations covers 9 
months of 1951, and for individuals only 
2 months. · In other words, under the 
committee bill the corporations are being 
taxed for four and a half times as much 
of 1951 as are individuals. · 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 

Senator is correct. 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield to any Sen

ator who wishes me to yield. 
Mr. LEHMAN. In connection with 

the corporation t..:.x, if the date were 
made November 1, of course, the cor
porations would pay virtually nothing 
this year. With respect to the individual 
income tax, the procedure usually fol
lowed by the Congress has been followed 
in this instance. For the present fiscal 
year the individual income taxpayer will 
pay on 8 months; but only 2 months 
will fall in the present calendar year. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. ·President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Would I be disturb

ing the fl.ow of argument and of wit of 
the Senator from Colorado if I ventured 
to ask a few questions? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am sure the dis
tinguished Senator would add nothing 
but -warming and illuminating light to 
the discussion. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that in 
the case of the average individuals who 
pay individuar income taxes-and they 
run into the tens of millions-their 
means of information concerning the 
probable taxes which may be levied is 
much less than is true of large corpora
tions which watch the situation very 
closeiy. Corporations are therefore in 
a much better position to withhold from 
their current earnings the needed sums 
to pay anticipated taxes? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I disagree entirely 
with the Senator, because he selected an 
unfortunate parallel. He is comparing 
large-income individuals with large-in
come corporations. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No. I am compar
ing the large numbers c~ individu~ls 
who have low or medium mcomes with 
large-income corporations. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thought the Sena
tor said large-income individuals. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; large numbus of 
individuals. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let us take the large
income ·taxpayers. They represent the 
source of many arguments. The larg~
income individual, of course, has audi
tors and tax lawyers who are constantly 
giving him the benefit of their wisciom. 
A large corporation has the same advan-
tag~ . . 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does John Q. Publlc 
have a coterie of tax lawyers and ac
countants helping him? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. When we go down 
the scale of prosperity of a corporation 
and the prosperity of an individual, per
haps the sources of information are less 
well . informed or not as readily avail
able. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But the able Sena
tor from Colorado is well aware of the 
fact that three or four hundred large in
dustrial corporations do the major por
tion of the business of the country, 
whereas two or three . hundred of the 
wealthiest individuals do not receive. 
fortunately, the major portion of the 
total income. 

What is more generally true is that 
individuals of , relatively low income, 

from $1,500 to $7,500 a year, do not have 
the tax-predicting facilities of a huge 
corporation. I believe it is that fact 
which .accounts for the difference in 
retroactivity between corporation taxes 
and personal income taxes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would say to the 
distinguished senior Senator from Illi
nois that I would not regard it as a 
difference of any substantiality what
ever. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am surprised that 
so able a man would come to so fallacious 
a conclusion. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The rich corporation 
and the rich individual have available to 
them the services of so-called tax ex
perts. As the scale of income decreases; 
these services become less available. The 
poor man obviously does not have such 
facilities available any more than a poor 
corporation-and there are many poor 
corporations; and the Lord watches the 
fall of the sparrow. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Colorado is sufficiently able and subtle 
to appreciate the fact that the large 
corporations do the major portion of the 
total corporation business, whereas the 
medium and low-income persons receive 
the major portion of the individual in
comes. The comparisons should be 
made between these groups. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Of course, a large 
corporation does more business than a 
small corporation. That is obvious. I 
am willing to agree on that with the 
Senator from Illinois. I gave the Sena
tor from Illinois a grand welcome by say
ing he was going to throw warming light 
on the discussion. However, when he 
asks me whether a large corporation 
does more business than a small corpora
tion, even I can comprehend that to be 
the fact. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I said a larger pro
portion of the total amount of corpora
tion business. Lamenting the lack of 
perspicuity of the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado, may I ask him whether 
it is not a fact that while the adminis
tration's definite request for new taxes 
did not come to Congress until February, 
the scale of the tax which it then pro
posed was appreciably in excess of the 
scale which the House committee recom
mended·? 

Therefore, because . of the recom
mendations of the Treasury Department, 
which were made on February 5 the 
corporations should have been prepared, 
during the first quarter of the year, and 
probably were prepared, for a somewhat 
higher level than emerged from the 
House and still higher than the Senate 
committee proposed, and this higher 
scale would compensate for the fact that 
the administration's proposal was not 
advanced in January. 

Mr . . MILLIKIN. On the contrary, I 
suggest that in view of the fact that we 
had imposed two prior taxes since Ko
rea there was a fair . presumption that 
the~e would be no further tax iinposed 
this year. Certainly there was a fair 
presumption that the tax. would. not 
reach the magnitude that is contamed 
in the pending bill, or that is contained 
in the Senator's theory of what the bill 
should .provide. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Colorado forgets that the budget sub
mitted by the President in early January, 
indicated expenditures of $73,000,000,000 
and revenues of.only $55,000,000,000, with 
an estimated deficit ·of $18,000,000,000. 
Therefore, according to the estimates of 
January, a balanced budget would ha-.·e 
required a tax of $18,000,000,000. The 
President finally asked for only $10,000,-
000.000 in new taxes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The junior Senator 
from Colorado can never forget that the 
President always asks for an unbalanced 
budget and more revenue and more 
spending. He can· never forget that, and, 
he pays very little attention to the Pres
ident's recommendations. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have observed that. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I am sorry that the 

distinguished Senator from Illinois, who 
usually retains an independent mind, 
should be citing the President as one of 
his authorities in fiscal and economic 
matters. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am merely speak
ing about the facts. When the Presi
dent is right as to the facts, I shall 
support him. When I believe he is 
wrong about the facts, I shall oppose 
him. In this case he did point tQ. a big 
budgetary deficit, and indicated that 
taxes had to be increased very markedly 

. if we were to balance the budget. It 
seems to me that the Senator from Col
orado, as an exponent of sound financing, 
should be in favor of a balanced budget 
in a period of prosperity. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
Senator from· Illinois, in that bunker of 
protection to which he has fled by saying 
that if the President is right he will 
support him and that when he is wrong 
he will not support him, himself leaves 
many loopholes. I am delighted to note 
that the Senator from Illinois does not 

· support the President very often. It is 
another tribute to his wisdom, which we 
all acknowledge. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Without . going into 
that question, the immediate issue with 
which we are now dealing is whether we 
should raise more revenue; and if so, 
how? It is certainly true that the pend
ing measure will not raise more than 
$2,750,000,000 during the current fiscal 
year, which, when added to the $60,900,-
000,000 provided by the existing tax law, 
will represent a total of slightly less than 
$64,000,000,000. It is well known thai; 
expenditures will aggregate at least 
$73,000,000,000. In my judgment they 
will run to a minimum of $75,000,000,-
000. We therefore face a deficit of from 
$9,000,000,000 to $11,000,000,000. 

If the deficit is not met by increased 
taxes, the Government will ·have to bor
row money. The borrowing will J:\a ve to 
be in the form of borrowing from banks. 
We will thus create additional credit, 
and we will have inflation. If we do not 
balance the budget through taxes, we will 
pay through inflation and cut down the 
incomes of the salaried class and of old 
people living on annuities, who are the 
most helpless and defenseless group iri 
the community. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. I realize that I am 
making a speech in the Senator's time, 
but he has been very generous. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I wish to match the 
Senator's own generosity. The Senator 
from Illinois has mentioned two or three 
things that intrigue me. 

One is with reference to people who 
live on a fixed income. Those people are 
in distress right now. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Colorado would put them in greater 
distress. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not put them 
in greater distress. So far as I am con
cerned, I would take no more tax from 
tnem than is provided for in this bill and 
that only with great reluctance. That is 
one way. There is another and better 
way, good sir. The distinguished senior 
Senator from Illinois is a chief exponent 
of that way and in that I heartily agree 
with him. If there is to be a deficit, let 
us have cooperation between the execu
tive and congressional branches of our 
system of government. Let the Presi
dent, by economy and by getting rid of 
useless functions, which he has the power 
to do, meet that very deficit, and thus 
give the people of the country the great
est heartening they have had since the 
President has occupied the White House. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say that in 
my opinion both the executive and leg-: 
islative branches have been negligent in 
not making economies which should 
have been made. I lament a good many 
appropriations which have been made. 
However, probably at the most we would 
have saved 2 or 3 billion dollars more 
than we did save. I am sorry that. we 
did not save the additional money. I 
tried my humble best to save it. At 
most, however, it would have brought 
expenditures down from $75,000,000,000 
to $73,000,000,000, or perhaps from $73,-
000,000,000 to $71,00o,ooo,ooo. We still 
would have had a big deficit. If we are 
to pay for national defense, it is just as 
necessary to balance the budget through 
increased taxes after we have cut ex
penses to the bone, as it is to reduce 
waste and reduce expenditures. , 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, let me 
ask the distinguished Senator from Illi
nois whether he will yield to me. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is the Senator 
from Colorado who is being generous to 
me. Any time that he wants to shut 
me off I shall stop talking, because he 
has already been far more generous to 
me than I deserve. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I will never shut off 
the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not wish to tres
pass on the Senator's time. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
Senator from Illinois was discussing defi
cits.• I have suggested a way to stop defi
cits. My suggestion runs right along 
with the methods proposed by the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Illinois. 
Now the Senator bumps his head against 
the wailing wall and laments that we 
might have saved $2,000,000,000. We 
could have saved a great deal more than 
$2,000,000,000. A part of the fault Jies 
with Congress. I cannot accept the 
theory of the distinguished junior Sena
tor from Minnesota that Congress is pre .. 

eluded by honor not to ask the President 
to reduce expenditures which it has au .. 
thorized. 

I am criticizing the Congress in this 
respect. In 1946, we provided for a 
scheme of congressional budgetary con
trol of the finances of this Government, 
but it is never mentioned any more. 
We adopted that control plan in regard 
to the very problem to which the Sena
tor refers. Early in the year we were to 
get together and to estimate the expend
itures and to estimate the revenues and 
to estimate the surplus; and if there was 
evidence that there would be a deficit, 
we were to order the covering -of the 
deficit in the appropriate way. That 
is the law of the land today; not one dot 
over an "i" or not one crossing of a "t" 
has been changed. The only thing that 
has changed has been the viewpoint of 
many Members of the Congress, and the 
result is that that law has become a 
dead letter. It haG been abandoned, al
though at the time it was proclaimed 
as a great measure of salvation in con
nection with the very problems the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Illinois 
is always arguing about. 

The responsibility for dropping that 
law, which I think would have been salu
tary, had it been abided by-I want ·to 
put the matter as gently as possible
is not on this side of the aisle. 

So, Mr. President, let us be selective 
about this matter. What specifically is 
the Senator from Illinois worried about? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am worried pri
marily about two things: First, the bill 
the Senate Finance Committee has re
ported to the Senate will not yield suffi
cient revenue to cover the expenditures 
in the coming year, and we shall have a 

. deficit of from $9,000,000,000 to $11 ,000,-
000,000, which will inevitably bring 
inflation. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Very well; let me 
deal with that. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And let me also 
say-- · 

Mr. MILLIKIN. No, Mr. President; I 
ask the Senator from Illinois to give me 
only one of his worries at a .time. 

I suggest to the Senator from Illinois 
that the worry he has just stated may 
not mature. When we are pumping so 
much of the taxpayers' money . into the 
economy, through the Federal Govern
ment, there is ~n enormous increase in 
the national income, from which taxes 
are obtained; and in a rising economy we 
always underestimate taxes. So perhaps 
the Senator's worry may not mature; 
perhaps the rate of spending will not 
continue to rise as it is rising at the 
present time and as it promises to do. 
The rate of spending may slow down, as 
happened last year. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. All the signs point to 
an increase in the rate of spending. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. At the moment they 
do, and I am glad to see it. 

Mr. ·DOUGLAS. In other words, the 
Senator from Colorado is like Mr. Mi
cawber; he always hopes something will 
turn up, without making any definite 
plans. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. There are some 
things that I know always will turn up. 
I know the President always will ask 

Congress for more money, greater spend
ing, longer deficits. That-whether it is 
like Micawber or otherwise--! know al
ways will happen. 

I am trying to answer in good faith 
the question the Senator from Illinois 
has asked. If a slowing up of expendi
tures, should that come about, and an in
crease in expenditures, should that not 
come about, fails to balance the budget, 
the President can balance the budget 
himself, if he wants to, by following the 
economy programs of the distinguished 
senior Senator from Illinois. 

Now let me have the Senator's other 
worry, good sir. . 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me say that my 
first- worry is not abated by the Sena
tor's implicit trust in the fiscal policies 
of Mr. Wilkins Micawber, who was a very 
unsound man in respect to the handling 
of his personal finances, and whom I 
certainly would not want to have placed 
in a position of importance on the Fi
nance Committee. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. Micawber is not 
in the chair of the junior Senator from 
Colorado. I might suggest wh~re Mi
cawber is, but I wish to keep this dis
cussion on a pleasant plane. [Laughter.] 

T'le Senator from Illillois must be a 
chronic worrier if he is not satisfied with 
the explanation I have given him. 

Now let me have his worry No. 2. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. It is not a worry, but 

it is an affirmation, . unfortunately: 
namely, that the Finance Committee in 
amending the House bill provided many 
and grievous loopholes for the well-to-do 
and made the greatest reductions in the 
amounts' which are to be paid by those 
who are most able to bear the burden, 
and made the least reductions in the case 
of those who are least able to bear the 
burden. 

I am sure the Senator from Colorado 
has a heart as generous as that of any 
living man. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I hope, if so, with 
my own nioney, but not with the people's 
money. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But not with the 
money_ of the well-to-do, may I say. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Neither with the 
money of the well-to-do nor with the 
money of the poor. · 

A while ago the distinguished Sen
ator from Illinois talked about balancing 
the budget. The junior Senator from 
Colorado at one time led to victory in 
the Senate a bill which increased the 
exe~ption for the poor by $100. No 
one has suggested that that be taken 
off, although the bill was a so-called rich 
man's tax bill. That bill provided tax 
reduction. Think of it, Mr. President, 
a tax reduction. What an archaic 
thing. Why, Mr. President, one would 
have to get an archaeologist to dig up 
anything about a tax reduction. [Laugh
ter.] Just think of it. It started the 
reduction at 30 percent for those in the 
lower-income brackets and scaled it 
down as we got into the area of the 
big, pot-bellied plutocrats, who were 
given a 5-percent reduction. We did 
that; and, tragedy of tragedies, which 
the Senator from Illinois and other Sen
ators associated with him will learn as 
a fact-and a happy fact, not a trag .. 
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edy-we provided for the splitting of 
incomes. When we got all through, · 70 
percent or more of the tax reduction 
benefit went to those in the lower brack
ets, where the greater income of the 
country is; and we balanced the budget 
and we produced a surplus of $8,000,-
000,000. This is the way to run this 
country, dear Senator, and that is the 
way it is going to be run again. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am glad to yield. 
I wish to apologize to the Senator again 
for taking this much time. 

Mr. LEHMAN. The Senator from 
Colorado has referred to the split-income 
provision as a boon to the small-income 
taxpayer. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I did not say that, 
good sir. · 

Mr. LEHMAN. That was certainly 
the impression I received. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I said we balanced 
things in the way I have discussed, by 
increasing the exemption $100 and by 
reducing by 30 percent the income-tax 
rate applicable to those in the lower 
brackets ; and the balance was so well 
achieved that, counting everything to
gether, those .in the lower brackets re
ceived more than 70 percent of"the bene
fit, because they have the greater part 
of the income. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Let me say to the dis
tinguished Senator from Colorado that 
I cari assure him from my personal ex
perience, because. I am a beneficiary of 
the split-income provision, being a very 
substantial payer of income taxes, that 
the provision permitting the splitting of 
incomes is of vastly greater advantage 
to men of substantial means than it is 
to men of small means. There can be 
no doubt whatever about that. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The advantage 
starts, as I recall, at about $10,000. The 
Senator from New York says there can 
be no question about it. Let us get this 
matter straight, so it will not have to 
be mentioned again, unless someone 
wishes to deceive. 

M'r. LEHMAN. Oh, it will be men
tioned again frequently. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The advantages of 
splitting income begin at approximately 
$10,000. The split-income provision is 
of little advantage, if any at all, to those 
in the lower brackets. However, I say 
to the Senator that we benefited those 
in the lower brackets by increasing their 
exemption and by expanding the reduc
tion of their income taxes by imposing 
the smallest cut on the top-income 
brackets and the largest cut on the lower 
brackets and that result was considered 
so happy at the time that it received 
a vote of 77 to 10 in the Senate of the , 
United States. That was B. D; by that 
I mean before DOUGLAS. .[Laughter.] 

What I mean to say is that it not only 
had the virtues which I ascribe to it, but 
77 wise gentlemen in the Senate said, 
"Yes; that is true." I may say they said, 
"Yes; that is true," because the split
income provision was included. Let 
someone try to take it out. I look for
ward to that, and I understand it will be 
attempted. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Oh, certainly. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I ask the Senator 

from Illinois to let me finish first with 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York; and then I shall be glad to yield 
to other Senators. · 

Mr. LEHMAN. I should like to ask· 
this question of the Senator from Colo
rado: If he is so certain or so hopeful 
that some windfall or something of the 
sort will develop to balance the budget 
or at. least to minimize very greatly the 
deficit, I should like to know why he rec
ommends a great increase-in fact, an 
increase of 11 percent-in the personal 
income tax, and why he recommends, as 
a part of the committee report, the levy
ing of additional excise taxes, which are 
a great burden on those of small incomes, 
and which will bring into the Treasury 
$800,000,000. If the Senator from Colo
rado feels that the change in the effec
tive date of the corporation tax is neces
sary, in spite of the fact that a January 
1st date would be in accordance with the 
policies adhered to in the United States 
since 1909, I ask why he recommends 
placing the additional burden of an 11. 
percent increase in the income-tax rates 
and greatly increased excise taxes on 
those of small incomes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The answer I must 
give in the first instance is very painful: 
I wish it were not being done. I wish 
there were no necessity, under any view 
of the subject, for it to be done. The 
distinguished gentleman is a member of 
a coterie of Senators which would in
crease the take from the lower income 
tax group more than would the version 
which the Senate Finance Committee 
has proposed. He would run it up to 
what figure? To 12? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. So the Senator 

wants to run it up to 12. He criticizes 
me for wanting to hold it at 11. 

Mr. LEHMAN. No; if the Senator will 
yield, the Senator from New York wishes 
to increase the income tax, as he wishes 
to have the Government avail itself .of 
the additional $500,000,000 by making 
the tax retroactive to January 1, 1951; 
and he wishes to increase the corpora
tion taxes {or one reason, and for one 
reason only, namely, that we are facing 
a deficit, which in my opinion will be 
somewhere between $10,000,000,000 and 
$15,000,000,000, and the bill which has 
been recommended by the committee will 
bring in at the outside $2,750,000,QOO, 
leaving a staggering deficit, which will 
affect the entire fiscal structure of the 
country, and will lead to inflation. That 
is why I am urging the change, and that 
is ·why I hope the Senator from Colorado 
will go along with me. 

·Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
junior Senator from New York has at 
no time · during the debate left me in 
any doubt that he wants to increase 
taxes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. On the little fellow, 

and on the big fellow. 
Mr." LEHMAN. Precisely so. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. For example, the 
bill recommended by the Finance Com
mittee provides that of the distribution 
of the cost, 37.32 percent is imposed on 
those with incomes under $5,000, and 

. 62.68 percent on those with incomes over 
that amount. Taking into consideration 
the fact that 70 or 80 percent of the na
tional income comes from those receiv-
ing under $5,000, certainly no one could 
say that that is an inequitable distribu
tion of the tax burden. 

Mr. LEHMAN. May I answer that? 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Certainly. 
Mr. LEHMAN. I do say that it is not 

an equitable distribution of taxes. The 
little man is to have his income taxes 
increased and is to be called upon to pay 
more and higher excise taxes, whereas 
because of the desire of the Senator from 
Colorado and others to leave the effec
tive date of the corporation tax increases 
at April 1, $500,000,000 of revenue is to 
be sacrificed. I maintain that the bur
den is not equitably distributed. Cer
tainly it is a question in my mind wheth
er, unless we distribute the burden equal
ly, it is fair to place the additional burden 
on the little men, as now proposed. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Let us accept the 
philosophy of the Sen[..tor, but let us see 
what it is in action; let us see what it 
is. Let us see what relief the distin
guished junior Senator from New York 
wants to give to the people who justly 
are entitled to his most tender con
sideration. 

The Finance Committee bill distributes 
the cost in this manner: 37.32 percent 
of the whole burden to those with in
comes of $5,000 or less, who receive 70· 
or 80 percent of the national income. 
What would the Senator do? Let us 
study the beneficence of the Senator. 
Let us see the balm with which he would 
ease the pains of those people. The Fi
nance Committee proposes 37.32 percent. 
The distinguished junior Senator from 
New York proposes 37.13 percent. 

Mr. KNOWLAND rose. 
Mr. LEHMAN. May the Senator from 

New York answer? 
Mr. MILLIKIN. That will relieve the 

problems of the distressed. That will 
fix everything up for the unfortunates 
who are having a hard time to get along. 
Decrease the Senate Finance Committee 
distribution from 37.32 percent to 37.13 
percent. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I desire to answer the 
Senator from Colorado, if he will per
mit. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Certainly. 
Mr. LEHMAN. I will tell the Senator 

what I should like to do. I should like 
to have the Senator support my amend
ment, which would bring into the Treas
ury $500,000,000-$500,000,000 to which 
the people of this country are entitled. 
There has not been a single argument 
made, there has not been a single ex
planation or excuse offered in the report 
which has been made by the committee, 
which will stand up as logical against 
that plea. That is one thing I would do. 

The second thing I -would do would be 
to eliminate the split-income tax, which 
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without question helps men of substan
tial or large means, and does not help in 
the slightest degree, as the Senator from 
Colorado himself has stated, the man 
with an income of less than $10,000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Why, Mr. President, 
the distinguished Senator is at heart a 
sentimentalist. He has a fine emotional 
sentimental approach to many of the 
problems of life. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is that a disqualifi
cation? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Think of the split
income provision. It makes a potential 
Cinderella out of every poor girl. The 
rich guy has a great incentive to marry 
the poor girl and split the income. The 
distinguished Senator would deprive the 
poor girls of this country of that Cin
derella opportunity. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Sena tor from Colorado yield to a 
Senator on the Republican side of the 
aisle? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from "Colorado yield; and if 
so, to whom? · · 

Mr. MILLIKIN. ! yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish to · thank 
the distinguished Senator from Colo
rado.. I was a little fearful he might be 
turning his back on Senators on the 
Republican side of the aisle, and that 
we might have to look. to Senators on 
the Democratic side for recognition. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I accept the rebuke. 
I deserve it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I commend the 
Senator, however. I think he has made 
a very valid argument in behalf of 
budget-balancing by putting some em
phasis on the reduction of Government 
spending. I think it might be ,helpful 
in the discussion which is going on with 
the Senator from New York merely to 
paint out that in the 152 years since 
George Washington took the first oath 
of office, down to and including the 
second term of President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt, the total cost of the 
Federal Government for those 152 years 
amounted to just under $180,000,000,000, 
and in the 7 years of the Truman admin
istration, including the budget for the 
current year, the total costs of the Fed
eral Government will amount to more 
than $332,000,000,000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I thank the Sena
tor for his outstanding contribution. I 
can only add that yet there are some 
men, who in most matters are extremely 
intelligent, who would want us to fol
low that kind of a pied-piper tune. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The first observa
tion I want to make is to express my keen 
interest in the Cinderella philosophy of 
taxation which the Senator has enunci
ated. For the first time he has made 
the tax bill look enjoyable. But I won
der if the Senator, after we documented 
so well the few people there are in the 
upper-income brackets, realizes what he 
is doing. He is going to precipitate a 
psychosis among the charming ladies of 
the Nation when they find there are 

not enough millionaires to go around. 
The senator has got to do something 
about this. if we are going to embody 
this new philosophy in the tax bill. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I shall not make a 
matrimonial bureau of myself. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 
ask the Senator a few more questions 
about his observations on split incomes. 
The Senator has said, categorically and 
truthfully, that the split income did 
not benefit .substantially or to any meas
urable degree those earning less than 
$10,000 a year. · 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator has 

stated that from 92 to 93% percent of 
the taxpayers of the country receive lit
tle or no benefit from the split-income 
tax, because on page 12 of the commit
tee r.eport it is stated that there are 
42,505,000 taxpayers with incomes under 
$10,000 a year, and approximately 2% 
million with incomes above $10,000 a 
year. 

Since the Senator has made this state
ment, which he also qualified by saying 
that one would have to be a sentimen
talist if he were thinking of removing 
it-and he further said that it would 
not be removed-does. he mean that 
Congress is going to incorporate into 
the tax laws of the land a provision 
which gives little or no benefit to over 
92 percent of the taxpayers of America 
but does give preferential treatment to 
7 or 8 percent of the taxpayers? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I do not know how 
many times I have answered that ques
tion. I have said that the benefit was 
bala..'.lced by heavily weighted advantage 
to those in the lower brackets. The bill 
providing for splitting incomes was a 
balanced bill to achieve a balanced re
sult, and the fairness of it was such that 
on both sides of the aisle 77 Senators 
voted "yea." 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I realize that. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. The favorable vote 

was so overwhelming that the bill could 
not have been vetoed with success, as 

- was the preceding one, because it did 
not cover split incomes. I believe in the 
right of a dissident to maintain his opin
ion. As some great man has said, in 
effect, we should fight to the death to 
n:aintain that right. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That was Voltaire. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. And now, HUMPHREY. 

Mr. HUMP'FIREY. And now' MILLI-
KIN. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It cannot be that the 
10 are always wiser than the 77; and the 
Senator from Minnesota will find that 
out in due course. 

Mr. tIUMPHREY. I appreciate that. 
When a committee reports a bill which 
reduces the House bill figure $1,700,000,· 
000, of which only $128,000,000 goes to 
income brackets below $5,000 a year, I 
am not living under the delusion or the 
hope that we are going to be able to re
verse the trend that is apparent here. 
But if I can show the Senator in this 
debate, as we come to the elimination of 
the benefits of the split income, that we · 
can raise more money in that kind of 
an income tax proposal by $200,000,000 
than we can by the 11-percent provisi~n. 
and if I can show him that we can raise 

it from those with incomes above $5,000 
a year, will he support it in the name of 
equity? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The distinguished 
Senator from Minnesota has asked me a 
question, and I am glad I can answer it 
without the slightest equivocation. I 
will not, unless the Senator-and if he 
did, then I would vote against him also
at the same time will remove the bal
ancing factors which have been put into 
the law to equalize it. 

I cannot yield any further. Time has 
been running, and I have been told that 
there are other Senators who want to 
take part in the debate. I wish to put 
a few facts into the RECORD which I shall 
be glad to debate a,t the first open oppor-
tunity. · · 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yjeld? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield to the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. MARTIN. Is it not also true that 
in the bill to which the Senator ref erred 
a moment ago seven million taxpayers 
were remoyed from the tax rolls? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I ?,m glad the Sena
tor has mentioned that. We increased 
the exemption of the aged and we in
creased exemptions for the blind. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield, but please 
make it short. Give me a "quickie," not 
a "falsie." 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If we agree that 
the tax bill of the Eightieth Congress was 
a good, noble, equitable enterprise, will 
the Senator go along with us on some 
of the amendments we have to offer be
cause the argument up to now has been 
to explain how grandly we did in 1948. 
Of course, the American people did not 
tl)ink so well of it in the month of No
vember 1948. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I ani now moving to 
the side of the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS] when he dis
cusses the President. Let me say to the 
distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
that I will suppcrt him if he presents 
anything that is right, and if he presents 
anything that is wrong, I shall go against 
him. 

Mr. President, prior to the Revenue 
Act of 1950 the corporate rate was 38 
percent. The Revenue Act of 1950 raised 
the corporate rate from 38 to 42 percent. 
The same revenue act raised the rate 
for 1951 to 47 percent. This substantial 
boost for 1951 has already been enacted. 
Few corpcration have as yet even paid 
the increase for. 1951 which was voted 
last year. Now we propose a second 
boost for the same year, and a third 
boost if we count the excess-profits tax. 

Corporate profits in the fust quarter 
of 1951, after taxes, were $23,300,000,000, 
but expenditures for new plants and 
equipment. for those things which sup
port the payrolls of the country, were 
$20,700,000,000. Corporate profits were 
$23,300,000,000, and plant and equipment 
expenditures were $20,700,000,000. 
There were issued only $1, 700,000,000 of 
new corporate securities in that period. 

The only answer, unless we approve 
the expansion of our payroll activities 
by dumping everyone requiring capital 
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into that black hole of Calcutta, the 
RFC, is to give the corporations a chance 
out of their profits to expand themselves. 
They have got to expand greatly to meet 
the war load which is being put upon 
them-not for the profits of the pot-bel
lied fellows we are always hearing about, 
but for the profit, the welfare, of the 
boys who are on top of "Heartbreak 
Hill" righ t now. This indicates that 
retroactive taxes would be paid out of 
current or future earnings, with a cor
responding decrease in capital expendi
tur2s because of the difficulty in fioating 
new stock issues. 

Mr. President, that is all I care to say 
at this time. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the time con
sumed in calling the roll be divided 
equally between the two sides. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I re
serve the right to object because I do 
not know what time I have left, and I 
wish to speak for a few minutes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from New York has 19 minutes 
left and the Senator from Georgia has 
14 minutes left. 

Mr. GEORGE. I cannot give up all 
my time. I want to use 10 minutes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Very well. 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am 

perfectly willing for the proponents of 
the amendment to proceed at this time. 
I shall speak very briefly. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Does the Senator wish 
to speak now? 

Mr. GEORGE. Not now. 
Mr. LEHMAN. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for a 
quorum call be rescinded and that fur
ther proceedings under the call be sus
pended. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and, without objection, the order for a 
quorum call is vacated. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not care to discuss this question at any 
great length. The facts are very, very 
simple. We speak of placing taxes on 
corporations, or individuals, for that 
matter, effective as of certain dates, and 
in this bill we speak of making the tax 
rate on corporations effective as of April 
· 1, that is at the beginning of the second 
quarter. As a matter of fact, Mr. Presi
dent; the tax will be levied over the whole 
year, and it will be levied at a rate of 
50.75 percent for the entire year under 
this bill. 

The total top normal in surtax rate in 
effect for the calendar year 1951 is, as I 
have already said, 50.75 percent. That is 
to say a normal rate of 26.50 percent 
and a surtax of 24.25 percent. Thus 
for the calendar year the committee bill 
will levy a normal and surtax rate on 
corporations of 50.75 percent, as com-
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pared with a top tax rate under present 
law of 47 percent. 

T.Q.e question is asked as to why we 
have cut the rate for the first y.ear. It 
is simply because no action was taken 
to raise this tax until February, and 
the committee of the Congress which 
alone had the authority to consider it 
did not actually go into executive ses
sion until about April 1, or a few days 
thereafter, although some public hear
ings had been held. The committee of 
the Congress which alone had the pow~r 
to recommend this tax did not order 
the bill reported until June 15, and it 
was actually reported on June 18. Very 
nearly half of 1951 had elapsed bef.ore 
the bill was actually reported by the 
committee or actually introduced in the 
House, because under the practice pre
vailing in the House, the committee 
holds its hearings, formulates a bill, in
troduces it, and reports it back. That is 
a very good reason for making these tax 
rates effective as of a certain date. 

As a matter of fact, if the rates in this 
bill had been made effective July 1, 
after half the year had elapsed, the 
total rate would have leveled out to 50 
percent for corporate incomes in 1951. 
But the House having put the normal 
and surtax rates up to 52 percent, the 
Senate committee did not feel like 
adopting what in my judgment would be 
a sound principle of ~xation, namely, 
making the tax incr£ase effective July 1. 

There is another reason why this par
ticular tax ought not to be made retro
active. Perhaps it will have no influence 
with my brethren who. think it should 
be made retroact ive solely for the pur
pose of getting some more revenue. Let 
me suggest . to them that if they want 
to make it retroactive to the 1st of 
January, 1950, they can get more than 
$2,000,000,000 more money, additional 
r~venue, but they will be getting it out 
of the income of the corporations for 
1951. 

The Excess Profits Tax Act was actu
ally approved on January 3, 1951. Every 
corporation, therefore, had the right to 
expect and assume that its tax liability 
for 1951 would be fixed as of that time, 
that is, the date of approval of the ex
cess profits tax law. We had raised the 
tax iri the 1950 act, and very late in 
1950 we had passed the Excess Profits 
Tax Act, which was approvecr on Janu
ary 3. At that time cert ainly the corpo
rations might properly have assumed 
that their rates for 1951 would not be 
increased beyond that point. Since the 
House had actually, by the middle of 
the yea~. reported a bill which did in~ 
crease the rates, we accepted the House 
rates. That is to say, we accepted the 
over-all rate, although we did not follow 
the House pattern. We made the tax 
effective, not as of January 1, but as 
of the end of the first quarter. 

Many corporations declare dividends 
quarterly. Many corporations actually 
set aside their dividends, figured on ex
isting taxes. There was actually no 
change in the tax rate until the very 
end of the second quarter, even by the 
other House. However, corporations 
were on notice that the House was con-

sidering the bill. It went into executive 
session to consider the rate at the be
ginning of the first quarter. Therefore, 
the committee, in order to save as much 
current revenue as possible and to get 
the revenue as quickly as possible, in 
fairness and equity said that the rate 
should become effective on April 1, or 
that the actual rate levied on corpora
tions would run at the over-all rate for 
normal and sm·tax of 5~. 75 percent for 
the entire year. 

That is all there is in .this case, except 
for one thing, which ought to give 
someone pause. I hardly hope that it 
will, but it should. It should give the 
American people pause: Let us see ex
actly what we are doing to corporations 
in this country as compared with what · 
is being done by countries whicl ... we are 
aiding. Let us take a brief look at the 
situation. 

England, for example, levies a 50 per
cent rate on corporate profits, for which 
the shareholcier gets credit. He does not 

.. get credit in the United States. In addi
tion, an undistributed profits tax of 10 
percent, from which no credit is allowed 
to the shareholder, bas recently been · 
imposed in England. This last tax com
pares with our existing tax, which al
ready is at 47 percent, and under this 
bill will go to 50. 75 percent for the actual 
current year, from January 1, for which 
the stockholder gets no credit whatever. 

Consider Canada. Canada's top cor
porate tax rate is 45.6 percent on that 
part of the income in excess of $10,000. 
The first $10,000 is taxed at a rate of 

' only 1-0 percent. And yet under this bill, 
which it is now sought to amend so as 
to make the tax retroactive to January 
1, we are taxing at the normal and sur
tax rate of 50. 75 percent, as against Can
ada's top rate of 45.6 percent. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. GEORGE. I have only a very 
few minutes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. All I wanted to do 
was to have the Senator clarify the op
eration of the British credit. The Sen
ator stated that the shareholders re
ceived certain credits. 

Mr. GEORGE. The corporation pays· 
the tax and the shareholders get credit 
on their individual taxes, without fur
ther taxes. 

Mr. President, how much time have I 
remaining? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Georgia has 3 minutes left. 

Mr. GEORGE. In France the top 
corporate rate is 34 percent. Yet we 
give France money, and are going to 
give her more. We are taking it out of 
the pockets (Jf taxpayers in the United 
States and giving it to the French. 

In Brazil the top corporate rate is only 
15 percent. In Australia it is only 30 
percent. We have the highest tax rates 
in the world. 

Mr. President, it is proposed to make 
these rates effective at the r ate of 50.75 
percent for the whole year. That is what 
it amounts to. The House wishes to 
make the rates effective at 52 percent for 
the whole year. That is the question 
which is involved. The entire question 
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will be in conference. Why cannot the 
committee, and the distinguished gen
tlemen who assume to know more about 
taxation than the committee which is 
charged with studying these problems, 
be left to thrash this problem out in con
ference and arrive at a determination? 
It is squarely and fairly in conference. 
The committee can be trusted to settle 
the issue. There is not one amendment 
in this bill which is not already squarely 
in conference. Senators may take up 
time debating amendments, if they wish 
.to do so, but I remind them that we are 
losing revenue from excise taxes at the 
rate of $106,000,000 a month. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from New York yield me 
3 minutes? 

Mr. LEHMAN. I am glad to yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished majority 
leader. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
merely wish to explain my position on 
the pending amendment, because I shall 
vote for it. Strong arguments have been 
made on the floor for not making any 

· taxes retroactive. Speaking generally, 
I believe retroactive taxation to be a bad 
precedent, and the principal justifica
tion for voting to make the effective date 
April 1 instead of July 1 is that our 
country is in an emergency and we need 
the additional sum which would be paid 
into the Treasury. We have cut down 
expenditures wherever possible, but na
tional defense comes high, and we must 
raise every possible dollar by taxation 
to reduce deficit financing. 

This same argument applies with even 
greater force to make the effective date 
January 1. The earlier date would in
crease the revenue by approximately a 
half billion dollars. That is very im
portant. If the argument is sound ·for 
making the effective date April 1, it is 
even sounder and more persuasive to 
make it January 1. 

I am persuaded to this view largely by 
the vote of the committee itself, when it 
originally wrote in the bill the date of 
January 1. The committee subsequently 
shifted its position. I do not believe 
anyone can be criticized now for going 
along with the original position of the . 
committee, particularly at a time when 
the Government needs revenue as ur
gently as it now does. Moreover, the 
Senate refused yesterday to increase the 
excess-profits tax, which, in my opinion, 
is another argument for adopting the 
pending amendment. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from South 
Dakota. 
· Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the junior 
Senator from South Dakota is no ex
pert on taxation, and he lays no claim to 
being one. After listening to the argu
ment on this issue it seems to me that we 
are warranted in making the date Jan
uary 1 instead of April 1. I invite the 
attention of the Senate to the fact that 
on page 25 of the bill the committee 
amendment proposes to make the surtax 
on individual incomes retroactive to 
January 1, 1951. If there is any logic for 
making the surtax rates on individual 
incomes retroactive to January 1, 1951, 
~ do not understand why the corporate 

tax should not be made retroactive to 
January 1. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Dakota yield to me? 

Mr. CASE. I am glad to yield to the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. The rate does not go 
back in that way. The tax will be col-

. lected back to January 1, but not at the 
full annual rate. The surtax does go 
back for 2 months, but its collection is 
spread out over the year. 

Mr. CASE. Whatever it is, as I read 
page 25, it says: 

( 1) Calendar year 1951 : In the case of a 
taxable year beginning on January 1, 1951, 
and ending on December 31, 1951, there shall 
be levied, collected, and paid for such taxable 
year upon the surtax net income of every 
individual the surtax shown in the following 
table. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of 
the Senator from South Dakota has ex
pired. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I shall 
not keep the Senate long. I have no wish 
to delay a vote on the pending amend
ment. It is such a simple amendment. 
It is such a simple issue. 

Are we going to follow the precedents 
of the past, or are we going to set a new 
precedent? Are we going to set a prec
edent which will cost the Government 
$500,000,000, one-tenth the size of this 
whole tax bill? · 

Whom are we favoring here? What 
is the reason for the special privilege 
granted the corporations of this coun
try? 

Who can answer these questions? 
· Who will answer these questions? The 

committee has not answered them. 
Oh, Mr. President, the Senate will not 

dare disregard the public conscience by 
rejecting this amendment. I cannot be
lieve it. 

While we are proposing to exact these 
billions from the taxpayers, while we 
enact new excise taxes, new impositions 
on the people, are we going to excuse the 
corporations, the impersonal giants of 
our national economy, from this just 
payment of their share of the burden? 

We are asked to put new excise taxes 
on fountain pens, mechanical pencils, on 
vacuum cleaners, and on washing ma
chines, on automobiles and on automo
bile parts~· We are asked to tell every 
school child and student, "You are going 
to pay these taxes. When you go to 
the stationery shop for your pen or pen
cil, you are going to pay a tax, not next 
year, not in 1953, but now,. today." We 
are asked to tell the working man, when 
he goes to buy a car to drive to and from 
work, to take his family out into the 
country on Sunday, "You are going to 
pay this tax, not next year, but today." 
It is proposed that we tell the housewife, 
when she goes to buy her washing ma
chine, "Pay this tax now, or go back 
to the washboard." · 

We are doing all this because we must 
have additional revenue for our defense 
effort-an effort which is essential for 
our very survival and the survival of 
civilization. 

But the corporations-General Mo
tors, General Electric, Standard Oil, 
Texas Oil, Gulf Oil-these giants · with 

two billions and more of assets each, 
with record earnings and profits-we 
are going to tell them, "Don't worry. 
We are going to give you special consid
eration this year. We told you that there 
would be higher taxes this year. You 
have always paid your taxes on profits 
beginning January 1. But this year, 
although we face a national emergency, 
although the fate of the entire world is 
at stake, you need pay at the higher rates 
only on three quarters of your profits." 

We will tell those corporations that we 
will forgive their increase of taxes for 
the first 3 months of this year. That is 
a special bonus for corporations, a spe
cial gift from the Senate of the United 
States. 

These corporations, according to offi
cial figures, had an inventory profit in 
the first quarter of this year of $9,000,-
000,000-an increase in the value of their 
inventory due to price increases, due to 
inflation, of ~9.000,000,000. 

Mr. President, is the Senate going to 
be so tender toward these earnings? I 
ask you again and again, why? What . 
is the reason for this special dispensa
tion for the corporations? 

I will give the answer. There is no 
reason. There is no justification. In 
the face of the impending budget deficit, 
in the face of the rest of these taxes, 
let him who dares this outrage upon the 
public morality vote to reject the amend
ment, which is consistent with all our 
tax practices of the past. What it pro
poses is simple justice. It is simple fair
ness. 

The Government needs the money to 
pay for th~ defense of this country. 

The rate of $50,000,000,000 a year of 
corporate profits stares us in the face. 
These figures do not lie. They cannot 
be explained away. Let us tax them, 
all of them, and get on with the job 
before us. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Yes. 
Mr. LONG. Are we to understand 

that the pending bill would tax indi
viduals for the entire year, from Janu
ary l? 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, no, it does not 
tax individuals, except from November, 
but the taxes for that little part of the 
year, two-twelfths of it, are spread back 
over the whole year. So is the corporate 
rate spread back over the whole year. 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. President--
Mr. LEHMAN. I yield to the Senator 

from Michigan. 
Mr. MOODY. I wish to say to the Sen

ator from New York that I think his 
amendments should be adopted on a 
basis of pure equity. The fact is that 
before the Banking and Currency Com
mittee, when we were holding hearings 
on the bill to control inflation, the Na- . 
tional Production Act, representatives 
of great organizations representing cor
porations testified that the way to con
trol inflation was by taxation. Later 
some of them testified before the House 
Ways and Means Committee that the 
way to control inflation was by means 
of a sales tax. 

In raising the revenue which we must 
raise in order to finance the strength 
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we need to protect ourselves in the world, 
we must share the burden equitably. It 
seems to me that when corporate profits, 
both before taxes and after taxes, have 
been the highest in the first quarter of 
1951 that have ever been known in the 
corporate history of the United States, 
special privileges or special exemptions 
should not be given to corporations for 
that quarter. 

I believe the Senate would be making 
a serious error and perpetrating an in
equity against all other taxpayers if it 
were to fail to adopt the amendments of 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President-
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I yield 

the remainder of my time to the Sena
tor from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. · One minute 
remains. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What I wish to say 
can be said in less than 1 minute. 

Mr. President, the pending bill pro
poses to raise by 11 percent the taxes on 
earned incomes, and proposes to extract, 
by means of excise taxes, $1,300,000,000 
1lrom individuals, and proposes to open 
up special treatment benefits for the 
capital-gains group. The bill also pro
poses to permit corporations, which have 
had the greatest" income in all the his
tory of our economy, to escape the pay
ment of · approximately half a billion 
dollars in taxes which are justly due the 
Government. 

I submit that if these amendments are 
rejected, that will be but an indication 
that this body has determined that the 
incomes of the corporations of the 
United States, which are primarily de
rived from defense activities and de
fense production, are not to be taxed on 
an equitable basis. 

I ask for support of the am·endments 
of the Senator from New York, Mr. 
President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. All time ·on 
the amendments of the Senator from 
New York has expired. 

The question is on agreeing en bloc 
to the amendments submitted by the 
Senator from New York, on behalf of 
himself and other Senators. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, on this 
question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

from Colorado will state it. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. What is the pending 

vote? · 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The pending 

vote is on the amendments en bloc of the 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. MII.iLIKIN. A .vote "yea" will 
mean what? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A vote "yea" 
is a vote for, and a vote "nay" is a vote 
against. [Laughter.] 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, my 
understanding is that a vote "yea" will 
be a vote in favor of the position of the 
Senator from New York, and a vote 
"nay" will be a vote in favor of the com
mittee's position. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is an
other way to state it. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 

that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
.ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate. -

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. SM:LTH], and the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS] are ab
sent on official business. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ] is paired on this vote with the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Mexico would vote "nay", and the 
Senator from Tennessee would vote 
"yea." . 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. SMITHJ would vote "nay." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 
is absent on official business, and if pres
ent, he would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE] is absent by leave of the Senate, 
and if present, he would vote "nay." 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. TOBEY] is absent because of illne~s. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced-yeas 33, 
nays 54, as follows: 

Aiken 
Benton 
Case 
Clements. 
Douglas 
Fulbright 
Gillet te 
Green 
Hayden 
Hennings 
H111 

Bennett 
Bricker 
Bridges . 
Butler, Md. 
Butler, Nebr. 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Connally 
Cordon 
Dirksen 
Duft' 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 

Anderson 
Brewster 
Chavez 

So Mr. 
rejected. 

YEAS-33 
Holland 
Hu mphrey 
Johnson, Tex. 
Kilgore 
Langer 
Lehman 
Long 
Magnuson 
Maybank 
McFarland 
McMahon 

NAYS-54 

Monroney 
Moody 
Morse 
Murray 
Neely 
O'Mahoney 
Pastore 
Russell 
Smathers 
Sparkman 
Underwood 

Flanders McCarthy 
Frear McClellan 
George McKellar 
Hendrickson Millikin 
Hickenlooper Mundt 
Hoey Nixon 

- Hunt O'Conor 
Ives Robertson 
Jenner Saltonstall 
Johnson, Colo. Schoeppel 
Johnston, S. C. Smith, Maine 
Kem Smith, N. J. 
Kerr Taft 
Knowland Watkins 
Lodge "Welker 
Malone Wiley 
Martin Williams 
McCarran Young 

NOT VOTING-9 
Kefauver Thye 
Smith, N. C. Tobey 
Stennis Wherry 

LEHMAN'S amendments were 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Inasmuch 
as the provisions of title V were reopened, 
-after having been adopted with other 
amendments en bloc, the question now is 
on again agreeing to the committee 
amendments which were affected by the 
reopening to permit the Senator from 
New York to offer his amendment. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
Mr. FLANDERS obtained the floor. 
Mr. .McFARLAND. Mr. President, 

will the Senator yield to me for an an
nouncement~ 

. Mr. FLANDERS. 1· am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. McF,ARLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senate has spent many days on the 
pending bill. We worked 4 days last 
week, and this is the third day this week. 
It is very evident from the vote which 
has just been taken on the Lehman 
amendment that very little additional 
change is going to be made in the bill. 
That would be my judgzr..ent. It would 
also be my judgment that the quicker 
we get the bill to ..conference, the better 
it will be for the Government and for all 
of us. 

In an attempt to save time and to in
sure the passage of the bill, and in or
der that we may be able to co'1clude this 
session of Congress at some convenient 
time this fall, I again ask unanimous 
consent that there be a limitation of de
bate of 1 hour upon amendments, mo
tions, and appeals. 

In regard to the limita.tion of 1 hour, 
I merely wish to say that there was a 
2-hour limitation of debate on the 
amendment which has just been voted 
upon by the Senate. How many Sena
tors were present on the floor? If we 
could have a shorter limitation, Senators 
desiring to present their views would 
have an audience; but they are not going 
to have an audience if there are to be 
long disclissions, such as have occurred 
this morning. 

I further ask that all amendments be 
required to be germane, that debate on 
the bill be limited to 2 hours, and that 
the time on amendments be divided be
tween the proponent of any amendment 
offered and the didingu!shed senior 
Senator from Georgia, in the event that 
he is opposed to the · amendment, or, if 
he favors the amendment, that the time 
be controlled by the distinguished acting 
minority leader. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the request? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Reserving the right 
to object, I should like to state for the 
RECORD, on behalf of myself and a num
ber of other Senators, that one reason 
why Senators are not on the floor is that 
they are in committee sessions and others 
are in conference on bills already passed 
both Houses and are performing duties 
which have to be performed. It is re
grettable that some of us cannot be on 
the floor all the time to hear these discus
sions. At present the subcommittee of 
which I am a member is engaged in in
vestigating charges involving Mr. Wil
liam Boyle, chairman of the National 
Democratic Committee and the RFC. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I personally feel 
that if we can get a limitation on debate, 
Senators attending committees would be 
willing to remain on the floor and hold 
their committee meetings later, but if the 
debate is unlimited, committees will con
tinue to meet. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I may say to the 
Senator that it is not a question of will
ingness on the part of Senators to remain 
on the floor. The Senator has stated 
that a number of Senators are not pres
ent in the Chamber, and I do not want 
the RECORD to imply that there is a lack 
of interest or that they are willfully or 
unnecessarily absenting themselves from 
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the Chamber. But there is a multiplic
ity and a pressure of duties that must be 
attended to at this time. I am not oppos
ing the Senator's unanimous-consent re
quest. I think the agreement should be 
entered into, but I do :p.ot want to leave 
the RECORD with the implication that 
some of us are absent by choice. It is 
just impossible for us to meet all respon
sibilities at the same time. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I think it is very im
portant that we enter into a unanimous
consent agreement at an early hour for 
final disposition of the bill, though I do 
not think this is the hour in which to 
enter into it. I do not agree with the 
Senator from Arizona that the sooner we 
.get the bill to conference the better. I 
think it is :first very important that we 
get a record on the bill for the American 
people. We shall not get that record by 
sending it to conference. We must make 
the record on the floor of the Senate for 
future reference. Those Senators who 
do not want to hear the record made 
can remain off the floor of the Senate: 
attend committee meetings,. or do what 
they care to do, but the American people 
in time to come are going to be very much 
interested in the record made on this bill. 
· In my opinion there are few amend
ments among those on which we will vote 
which will require longer than '1 hour for 
debate. _May I suggest to the Senato_r 
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], who is 
very much the able leader of the group of 
us who are fighting for some amend
ments upon which we think a record 
should be made, that he call us together 
in the next few minutes for a discussion 
of which ones of the amendments we 
need more than an hour to discuss, and 
then go along with the unanimous-con
sent agreement for an hour on the other 
amendments. We have .not been able to 
,get together and hold such a conference. 
Until there is such a conference, I object. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold his objection for a 
moment? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes. 
Mr. McFARLAND. The Senator from 

Minnesota came to me and said he was 
willing to go along with a limitation of 
1 hour on amendments. It is agreeable 
to me to limit the time on some of the 
&mendments to more than 1 hour if that 
seems necessary. Yesterday we allowed 
2 hours on four amendments, and it is 
agreeable to do that again. I also un
derstand the distinguished Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. McCARRAN] wants some ad
ditional time. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, that 
is not all. Some of us would like to be 
on the ·floor, but there is a conference 
committee in session in connection with 
the State, Justice, and Commerce ap
propriation bill. We have been in ses
sion for 2 days, and we must go into ses
sion again this afternoon and cannot be 
on the floor to hear the debate. The 
bill referred to should be out of the way 
before the :first of the month. We must 
attend to such matters, otherwise. we 
never will be able to adjourn . . 

l\4r. McFARLAND. I may say to the 
Senator from Nevada that I agree that 
we will never get a :final adjournment 

unless we can expedite consideration of 
legislation on the floor. I want every 
Senator to have all the time he desires to 
submit his views, but I feel that the time 
has come when we should make some 
progress on the tax bill if we are ever 
going to have a recess this fall. We can 
go along another week on the bill and 
have conference committee meetings 
and drag along, but what would we ac
complish by that? Perhaps it would be 
better to lay the pending bill aside for 
a while. The only solution of the prob
lem I know of is to limit debate, and at 
the same time give every Senator an op
portunity to explain his views. That 
seems to me to be fair. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an observation? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 
Mr. McCARRAN. I do not think 

there has been any bill before this body 
more important to the American people 
than is the bill now pending. The prog
ress on the bill has been :fine. The de
bate has proceeded rapidly, considering 
the involvement of it. I think progress 
has been excellent and I believe the Sen
ator. from Arizona is overly anxious. 

Mr. McFARL/.1.ND. No, Mr. President, 
I am not overly anxious, but I am going 
.to give notice of a night session tonight 
.merely to make it possible to :finish con
sideration of the bill within a reasonable 
.time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection 
has been heard. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I think 
the objection has been withheld for a 
moment. 

I wish to state that I think we are 
making progress. The bill is a difficult 
one, .and some new features have been 
brought in. The distinguished Senator 
from Nevada is interested in a matter 
which is a new tax but which is in both 
your committee's bill and ·the House bill. 
As a result if it is agreed to by the Sen
ate it would not even be in conference. 
I am not greatly concerned when the 
problems are matters which can be fair-

, ly ironed out in conference. In such 
cases it is difficult to see the necessity 
of talking at great length upon them, 
but where they are not in ·conference, 
the situation is admittedly quite dif
ferent. There have been several sub
jects raised in connection with the bill 
thus far which would not be in confer
ence. I do not see why they need to be 
debated at length now. 

However, under the present parlia
mentary situation, Senators themselves 
may select the time when they may bring 
up their amendments. In other words, 
if they do not wish to call an amend
ment up until after a certain hour, they 
have that right if they can get recogni
tion. 

I think .that if the Senator from Ari
zona will not press his request at this 
time, but will give those in opposition a 
little opportunity for conference, as the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] sug
gested, we probably can reach an agree
ment. Where the matters will be in 
conference and must be fought out when 
the bill goes to conference, I believe the 
Senators will see that there is no need 
to discuss them at too great length now. 

As to matters which would not be in 
conference, of course, they· may desire a 
longer time. I hope, therefore, that the 
Senator from Arizona will permit the 
status to remain just as it is for the time 
being. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
have no alternative. Objection has been 
heard. 

As to the program for tomorrow, my 
reason for giving notice now of a night 
session is because we cannot :finish the 
bill this week unless we make more rapid 
progress. I think every Sena tor would 
like to see consideration of the bill :fin
ished so that we would not have to have 
a Saturday session. Some of my friend.s 
on the other side of the aisle have told 
me they needed to confer, that there are 
certain things they wish to discuss 
among themselves, and they did not want 
me to hear what they had to say. so 
I have agreed that we would not have 
a 10 o'clock morning session tomorrow, 
in order that they may hold their con
ference. So the Senate will not con
vene tomorrow until 12 o'clock as an ac
commodation to my friends on the other 
side of the aisle. Moreover, I do not de
sire to see anyone deprived of a good 
dinner, especially my good Republican 
friends; so a · week ago I promised that · 
.the Senate .would not sit late tomorrow 
evening to permit the new Republican 
-Members. to entertain the older Repub
lican Members at ·a Clinner-I assume 
it is for the purpose of attempting to 
get the older Members in a little better 
humor and to look at things_in a more 
democratic light. I thought Members 
should understand why the Senate will 
not meet early· nor sit late tomorrow 
and why I am trying to expedite our 
progress. It is not that I am trying to 
overwork the Senate; bµt I am trY.ing 
to make up a little bit of the time we 
·are going to lose tomorrow . . · 
. Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I know of no 

Member on this side of the aisle who · 
wants to delay consideration of the bill, 
and I may say, in reply to the Senator 
from Arizona, that somehow it has ap
peared to me that Senators on the other 
side of the aisle have at numerous times 
gotten together in secret, without Sen
ators on this side knowing what they 
were doing-although I do not know just 
how much has been accomplished by 
such meetings. Also it seems to me they 
have been fed very well. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Sometime I will 
come around and tell the Senator from 
Massachusetts what has been accom
plished. 

Mr . . SALTONSTALL. In all serious
neE?s, will the Senator tell me about how 
long he intends to have the Senate re
main in session tonight, so I may know 
what to tell other Senators on this side 
of the aisle? 

Mr. McFARLAND. We will have a 
night session. I would not like to say 
the Senate will remain in session until 
9· or· 10· or l1 o'clock, because maybe it 
_may be we will .. make :Progress more 
rapidly than we · now anticipate. 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. If we succeed 

in entering · into a -unanimous-consent 
agreement this afternoon, perhaps the 
night session tonight will be called off. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That depends on 
the progress we may make. Let us de
cide that question when we come to it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. . Is there ob
jection to the unanimous-consent request 
made by the Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. MORSE. Mr; President, reserv
ing the right to object, I am perfectly 
willing to have the request presented 
again later this afternoon after I have 
conferred with the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator 

from Vermont. 
Mr. SMITH of NEW JERSEY. Mr. 

President, will the Senator yield.so I may 
make a brief statement? 

Mr. FLANDERS. ·For how many min
utes does the Senator wish to have me 
yield? 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. About 10 
minutes. 

Mr. FLANDERS. If the Senator from 
New Jersey will first allow me to offer 
an amendment, I will then. ask unani
mous consent that I may yield to the 
Senator from New Jersey without los
ing the :floor. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Very well. 
Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I of

fer an amendment which I send .to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 
. The VICE PRESIDENT. · 'l'he amend

ment will be stated. · . 
The CHIEF CLERK. On page 221, after 

line 23, it is _proposed ·to insert the-fol
lowing: _ 
SEC. 344: Life insurance departments of mu-
. tual savings banks. 

(a) s~ction 201 (b) is hereby .amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 
"The term 'life insurance company' includes 
a life insurance department of a mutual 
savings bank established by State faw and 
authorized to conduct the business · of life 
insurance under State laws governing do
mestic legal . :i:eserve life insurance com
panies and such depart~ent shall be subject 
to tax as a life insurance company under 
Supplement G if the accounts of , such d_e
partment are maintained separately from 
the accounts of the other business of the 
bank." 

(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be applicable only with 
respect to taxable years beginning after De
cember 31, 1951. 

Mr. FLANDERS. The purpose of the 
amendment is to put the life-insurance 
departmen~ . of mutual-savings banks 
under life-insurance taxation rather 
tban under the mutual-savings bank 
taxation. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, this 
amendment is in a technical form, but 
it carries out the declaration and pur
pose set forth by us during the debate · 
on this question, and we have no objec
tion to the amendment, but, on the con
trary, favor it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Vermont yield for 
one question? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. This amend

ment, as. the Senator from Vermont has 
drafted it f 01~mally, includes the words 

"savings bank." It does not include any 
other institution. What is involved is a 
form of savings bank life insurance in 
which such banks have engaged. If, for 
instance, ariy other banks, such as trust 
companies or other kinds of companies, 
let us say, took up this form of insur
ance, the Senator from Georgia would 
not object if they were· included, would 
he? 

Mr. GEORGE. I would not, I will say 
to the Senator from Massachuset~. I 
think the Senator means to ask me if I 
think they should also be separated, and 
treated separat-ely from the others. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Yes.' 
Mr. GEORGE. I answer in the af

firmative. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 

is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. FLANOERS. Mr. President, un

der the assumption that I still have the 
:floor, I now ask unanimous consent that 
the Senator from New Jersey may pre
sent his statement without my losing the 
:floor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 
PROPOSED REVISION OF THE ITALIAN 

PEACE TREATY 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I desire to call the attention 
of the Senate at this time to the problem 
of the proposed revision of the Italian 
peace treaty. This in my judgment is 
a most important problem from the 
point of view of the solidarity of the iree 
world and the need to have_ all free na
tions stand as equal partners in defense 
of their common heritage. It i~ regret
table that so many other pressing mat .. 
ters confronting the Senate have made 
it impossible up to this time for us to 
concentrate our attention on this matter. 

The visit to the United States of Pre
mier de Gasperi, who made a notable 
address before a joint session of Con
gress on Monday, makes it particularly 
timely for us to consider the peace
treaty question. I hope very much that 
Premier de Gasperi's visit will result in 
hastening the day when Italy will be free 
of the burdens and inequalities of the 
present treaty. 

Recently I received a copy of a reso
lution adopted on the 9th of September 
by the grand lodge of New Jersey, Order 
of Sons of Italy in America, urging the 
revision of the Italian peace treaty "so 
as to accord by its terms a more humane, 
reasonable, practicable, and just con
sideration of most important matters 
which are of importance not only to 
Italy but to all democratic nations." I 
ask unanimous consent th3.t the full text 
of this resolution be printed in the REC
ORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The -VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit A.> 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi

dent, in my judgment the revision of 
the Italian peace treaty is a matter of 
importance not only to Americans of 
Italian origin but· to all Americans and 
indeed to all who value the free way of · 
life. . On my recent trip to Europe as -a 

I 
member of the subcommittee of the For
eign Relations Committee I had an op
portunity to talk with our representa
tives in Italy and with the leaders of the 
Italian Government about this problem. 

The attitude of the Italians on this 
matter is worth noting. They feel, as we 
in America do, that the military restric
tions on Italy imposed by the peace trea
ty in 1947 prevent Italy from playing the 
part she is ready and willing to play in 
helping to defend the North Atlantic 
area as a member of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. But they also feel, 
and in this I think they are entirely 
right, that the terms of the treaty are 
humiliating for the new Italian democ
racy which has emerged since the end of 
Wol'ld War II. They do not like the 
words of the ;>reamble whicl: serve as an 
eternal reminder to Italy of the period of 
Fascist aggression · under Mussolini. 
They do ·not like the provisions which 
impose on Italy ar.. obligation to respect 
the rights of man, rights to which pres
ent-day Italy is devoted of her own free 
will, and which in any case can never be 
secured by dictation. In short, the Ital
ians feel that the treaty is obsolete not 
only in its military provisions but in its 
moral attitude. It is a treaty imposed by 
the victors on the vanquished, and even 
though it is less harsh than many other 
such treaties it is fundamentally based 
on this unequal principle. . 

When we consider the very different 
spirit of the Japanese treaty signed in 
San Francisco on September 8, the con
trast is obvious. And i speak again from 
personal experience, because, as my col
leagues know, I was an alternate dele
gate to the Japanese peace treaty con
ference in San Francisco. The Japanese 
treaty is essentially a peace of reconcili
ation, as Mr. Dulles has properly de
scribed it. It takes fully into· account 
the great strides toward democracy 
made ih Japan under the occupation. 
As we all know, Italy has fully restored 
her old democratic instituticns which 
the Fascist era interrupted. She has 
done so as a completely independent na
tion. She is now being called on to make 
a heavy contribution to the Atlantic de
fense, and this contribution will not be. 
easy in light of the clitficulties ' of the 
Italian economy. 

In this situation it becomes obvious 
that every reasonable step should be 
taken to bolster the morale and self
respect of the Italian people. No single 
step toward this end could be more ef
fective than the removal not only of the 
military restrictions on Italy but also of 
those provisions of the treaty which view 
Italy as a nation conquered in war, and 
their replacement with provisions which 
bring Italy fully and equally into the 
community of free peoples. 

I shall not discuss now the legal com
plexities surrounding the problem of re
vision, except to say that all the signa
tories of the treaty except the Russians 
and their satellites apparently favor this 
step. It is also noteworthy that the 
Soviet Union has already violated the 
existing treaty, in spirit if not in fact. 
by vetoing the admission of Italy into 
the United Nations in the face of a pledge · 
in the preamble to the tteaty that all 
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the signatories would support Italy's ap
plication. This viol.ation by Russia gives 
us a strong moral sanction, if not a legal 
sanction, for revision. 

To sum up, Mr. President, I am con
vinced that we are called upon not alone 
by military expediency but even more 
by moral considerations, by our alle
giance to the ideals of human freedom 
and national independence, to work for a 
speedy revision of the peace treaty with 
Italy. The basic instrum~nt of our re
lations with Italy should be a document 
which treats Italy not as a vanquished 
enemy but as a dignified and equal part
ner in the defense of freedom. It should 
not be a document which stands for the 
Italian people as an eternal reminder of 
the tragedy and shame of the Fascist 
era, but rather one which inspires them 
with the glorious memory of Mazzini and 
Garibaldi. It shouid remind them of 
the splendor of early Rome-not the 
physical splendor of the imperial tyrants 
and Caesars but the greater spiritual 
splendor · of the ancient Republic, the 
Rome which produced almost the first 
representative government in the history 
of mankind. 

Let us turn our backs on the tragedies . 
of the past and receive the people of 
Italy wholeheartedly into the family of 
free nations. · · 

I thank the ·Senator from Vermont 
for yielding me time. 

EXHIBIT A 
Whereas the Italian Peace Treaty is a. gross 

miscarriage of justice and contrary to every 
principle of fair play for which the United 
States stands; and 

Whereas the materir-: and moral assist.
a.nee of Italy is necessary to combat the evil 
of communism; and . 

Whereas Italy cannot give such assistance 
if she is to remain chained and shackled by 
said peace treaty: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That on the 9th day of Septem
ber 1951, at the forty-seventh annua.l , con
vention of the Grand Lodge of the State of 
New Jersey, Order of Sons of Italy in America, 
held at Atlantic City, N. J., that the Grand 
Lodge of New Jersey (with a membership of 
6,600 persons) respectfully urge the Presi
dent of the United States and the Members 
of the Senate of ';he United States to bring 
about the revision of said peace treaty so as 
to accord by its terms a more humane, rea
sonable, ' practicable, and just consideration 
of most important matters which are of im
portance not only to Italy but to all demo
cratic nations; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be forwarded to the President of the United 
States, the Vice President of the United 
States, to the President pro tempore of the 
United States Senate, the Secretary of State 
of ·the United States, and to members of the 
Foreign Relations Committee of the United 
States Senate. 

GRAND LODGE OF NEW JERSEY, ORDER 
OF SONS OF ITALY IN AMERICA. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
the junior Senator from New Jersey rises 
to commend and congratulate his dis
tinguished and able colleague upon the 
stand he has taken in respect to the 
Italian peace treaty. I feel precisely as 
does my colleague on the subject. I 
know that as a member of the Foreign 
Relations Committee he has made a very 
thorough study of the whole question. 
With his consent I should like to asso
ciate myself with his remarks before 
the Senate today, as · well as his high 
purposes. 

As one who spent many long and diffi- . 
cult months in Italy, both before and 
after the surrender of the Italian peo
ple, under Nazi domination, helping the 
Italian people to reconstruct their gov
ernment, I think I know something of 
the spirit of the Italian people and their 
problems. The junior Senator from 
New Jersey, during the long months he 
spent in Italy, learned to love the Italian 
people and to appraise their courage very 
highly. 

I am very glad that this question has 
been raised on the floor of the Senate 
today, at a most appropriate time, when 
we have in our midst a great Italian Pre
mier and Foreign Minister. I recall dis
tinctly his very able speech before the 
joint meeting of the two Houses of Con-

. gress yesterday, and I shall always re
member it with a great deal of inspira
tion. 

I hope the Senate will join in the spirit 
exemplified today by my distinguished 
colleague in respect to the Italian treaty. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I thank 
my colleague. 

REVENUE ACT OF 1951 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 4473) to pr.ovide reve
nue, and ·for other purposes . . 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, on 
Monday at the time the amendment 
dealing with cooperatives was being con
sider~d on the floor of the Senate, un
fortunately I was absent. However, as 
stated by the majority leader yesterday, 
I relied upon his promise that the ques
tion of cooperatives would not be con
sidered until Tuesday morning, upon my 
return. 
· In reading the RECORD I found a state
ment by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] which I believed to be inac
curate, on the subject of cooperatives. 
I therefore took the matter up with Mr. 
Roy F .. Hendrickson, executive secretary 
of the National Federation of Grain Co
operatives. This morning I .received a 
letter from him which I wish to read 
into the RECORD. It is dated yesterday 
and reads as follows: 

NATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
GRAIN COOPERATIVES, 

Washington, D. C., September 25, 1951. 
The Honorable. WILLIAM LANGER, 

The United States Senate.
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR LANGER: In the debate on the 
Williams amendment to H. R. 4473, the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for September 24, page 
11975, quotas 'Senator WILLIAMS as having 
said in debate with Senator KERR: 

"Was the Senator from Oklahoma present 
in the Senate Chamber a little earlier this 
afternoon when I pointed out how one of the 
cooperatives in the Midwest, namely the 
Farmers Union Grain Terminal, was making 
allocations to the farmers in preferred stock, 
with the specific language written on it that 
the preferred stock is not to be voted. They 
have a capitalization of $25,000,000, of which 
$51,000 is voting common stock, and the re
mainder of the $25,000,000 is.not voting stock. 
Therefore, as they make these allocations 
over a period of. years, the farmers do not 
have, in effect, the control of the corpora
tion. The control remains in the hands of 
the $50,000 voting stock. Furthermore · this 
preferred stock is not transferable except 
upon the approval _ of the directors. They 
even have the authority to expel a membe:r 
at any time and sell his stock without his 

consent if he see~ fit to object. These alloca
tions in nearly every instance are not negoti
able." 

Because this statement and others made 
during the course of the debate indicate a. 
complete lack of understanding regarding the 
structure and methods of a great cooperative, 
the Farmers Union Grain Terminal Associa
tion of St. Paul, serving farmers of the Cen
tral Northwest, the facts in the case are here 
provided as follows: 

For a farmer or an association of farmers 
to become a member of GTA, he or they must 
make an application for membership. The 
association must consist entire1y of pro
ducer-members-it must be a true farmers' 
cooperative. 

If accepted as a member, the applicant 
is required to buy one share of common stock 
for $1. This gives the member the right to 
vote at annual meetings of the stockholders 
and to participate democratically in deter
mining policies of the GT A. It also makes 
the member eligible to market grain 
through GTA, because OTA refuses to do 
businsss for anyone except its members. In 
short, this common stock is in reality mem
bership qualifying stock. 

No farmer receives or is allocated any of 
the preferred stock of GTA unless he has 
qualified for membership by having obtained 
a share of common stock with a right to 
vote in the affairs of GTA. 

The preferred stock is the form in which 
patronage is distributed to members. GTA 
has no voteless members, but the members 
all have the same voting rights--one man, 
one .vote-whether the member sells 1,000 
bushels or 100,000 bushels of grain through 
G-TA. That is true cooperation. . 
. Senator WILLIAMS is very wrong when he 

states that GTA has outstanding $50,000 in
common or voting stock. 

As o~. May 31, 1950, it had outstanding 
$6',012 in common stock. That really meant 
that at $1 par value per share GTA had 6,012 
members. Some of these members are indi
vidual farmers; other members are associa
tions of farmers, local co-ops in reality. 

Each year GTA has more members, but 
no one except these members who have a 
share of common stock and, therefore, a vote 
can obtain patronage which is distributed 
in the form of preferred stock. . 

The idea is that the members who are 
using GTA own it and its 22,000,000-plus 
bushels of grain storage facilities at Great 
Falls, Spokane, Minneapolis, St. Paul, Su
perior (Wis.), and elsewhere. When a 
member dies or retires from farming, his 
holdings of preferred stock are redeemed by 
GTA at the full par value of $25 a share and 
his share of common or voting stock is re
deemed at $1 par value. And all of the early 
issues of GTA preferred stock issued start
ing in 1938 and through 1942 have been re
deemed-it runs into several millions of 
dollars. 

The Minnesota cooperative law requires 
GTA to place in a permanent reserve 10 
percent of its annual savings until the re

. serve equals 50 percent of its outstanding 
stock. 

That reserye, an Of Which is allocated to 
the patrons who contributed it, was $2,147,-
347.08 as of May 31, 1950. The total mem
bers' and patrons' equity on that date was 
$20,008,173.17. . 
. As of May 31, 1950, in addition to $6,012 

in common stock shares, GTA had outstand
ing: $17,512,566.28 in preferred stock shares, 
actually owned by the same people who held 
the common voting stock, and there was 
$342,247.26 in partial credits on preferred 
stock. These credits consisted of amounts 
due individuals and associations of less than 
$25 each. When the credits due a patron 
reach a total of $25, a share of preferred 
stock is issued. 

I may say, Mr. President, that under 
the rulings of the Internal Revenue 
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Bureau a farmer obtaining the credit 
must pay income tax on it whether it is 
paid in cash or issued in scrip. 

I continue reading from the letter: 
It is hoped that this information will clear 

up misunderstanding which could easily 
arise in the wake of the statement by Sena
tor WILLIAMS. 

It should be borne in mind that GTA, a 
true cooperative that has been an outstand
ing success, makes a profit, not for itself, but 
for its member-patrons whose agent it is in 
all its operations as the Supreme Court of 
Minnesota ruled in 1947. 

Sincerely, 
ROY F. HENDRICKSON, 

Executive Secretary. 

I have read the letter because I know 
the inherent fairness of the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS], for 
whom I have very great respect. I am 
sorry that he is not present. I am sure 
that if he were here he would be de
lighted to have me read the letter, be
cause it clears up a misunderstanding 
which he had about the National Federa
tion of Grain Cooperatives. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment identified as 9-20-
51-A. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HOLLAND in the chair). The clerk will 
state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the proper 
place in the bill it is proposed to insert 
the following new section. 
SEC. -. Nonbusiness casualty losses. 

(a) Removal of limitation: Section 122 
(d) (5) (relating to net operating loss de
duction) is amended by inserting after "De
ductions" in the first sentence thereof a 
comma and the following: "other than de
ductions allowable under section 23 (e) (2) 
and (3) ." 

(b) Effective date: The amendment made 
by this section shall be app~icable with re
spect to taxable years beginning after De
cember 31, 1950. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, this 
amendment treats casualty loss by indi
viduals the same as capital loss with re
spect to the carry-over privilege for tax 
purposes. 

Thousands of our citizens in the recent 
flooded areas of Kansas; Missouri, and 
Oklahoma have suffered casualty losses 
that reach as high as 100 percent. In 
my opinion, it is only fair that they 
should be given an opportunity to make 
adjustments in their tax returns on a 
carry-forward or carry-backward basis, 
the same as losses attributed to the oper
ation of a trade or business. 

The amendment does not restrict the · 
privilege of a casualty loss carry-over to 
any designated disaster area, or to any 
particular disaster. It would make the 
privilege available to anyone, anywhere, 
in conection with any casualty loss. 

· In view of the extreme need for this 
amendment, I would urge that the Chair
man of the Finance Committee, the Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], take it 
to conference. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have 
given consideration to the amendment. 
It only gives to the people who have 
been unfortunate enough to sustain loss 
in the recent floods, after a certain date 
fixed in the amendment, loss carry-for
ward and carry-back provisions. I can- ; 

l not see that there is any injustice in tht:., 

amendment. I shall be very glad to At the present time there are some 
take it to conference. Of course, if thousands of retired school teachers, re
there should appear in conference to tired policemen, retired firemen, and 
be any substantial reason against the other retired persons, who formerly were 
amendment on the ground of fairness, Federal, State, or local government em
justice, or equity, I want to be free to ployees, as well as participants in private 
vote against it. Whenever I say that retirement systems, who are living on 
I shall take an amendment to confer- pensions which usually are quite small. 
ence, I always mean that I shall consider Frankly, Mr. President, in most instances 
it as a bona fide approved amendment, they are so small that I do 'not know how 
unless something is developed in con- such persons eke out an existence. They 
ference which had not been brought to are having a very difficult time to make 
my attention.· I see no objection to the ends meet. In these days of inflation, 
amendment, and I shall be glad to take when every necessity of life costs so 
it to conference. much more than it did when their pen ... 

Mr. CARLSON. I c.ppreciate the fine sion systems were drawn up, their prob
statement of the distinguished chairman lem is much more difficult. 
of the committee. I am confident, In very many cases, the pensions now 
knowing him as I do, and being familiar being paid are prr>viding a great deal 
with his splendid work on the committee less than what we currently conceive to 
and in the Senate, that he will give se- be a fair standard of living. This unfair 
rious consideration to the amendment, condition exists because these pensioners 
and I am hopeful that the outcome will have no powerfully organized voice in 
be satisfactory. our legislative halls, as have those who 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without are engaged in industry. For instance, 
objection, the amendment of the Senator labor is efficiently organized and is well 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] is agreed to. able to protect the interests of its vast 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, army of workers and to help secure for 
I call up my amendment 9-20-51-E. them a return which will keep pace with 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The the rise in the cost of living. How~ver, 
clerk will state the amendment. this same power is not available to the 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the proper retired under pension programs. 
place in the bill, it is proposed to insert The chances are, of course, very small 
the following new section: that needed corrections can be made to 
SEc. -. Exclusion from gross income of re- · all the various systems under which re-

tired pay. · tirement annuities are being paid. In-
(a) Section 22 (b) (2) of the Internal h.ev- deed, it could hardly be the function of 

enue Code (relating to exclusion from gross Congress to add sufficiently to all annui
income of amounts received as annuities, ties to restore to them the same -pur
etc.) is amended by adding at the end chasing power they once had. However, 
thereof of a new subparagraph as follows: Congress can and should allow to them 

"(C) Exclusions: In the case of amounts 
received as a pension, retired or retirement the same tax benefits which it allows to 
pay, or a retirement annuity, so much of others who draw pensions from the Fed
such pension, pay, or annuity received dur- eral Treasury. For example, pensions 
inJJ the taxable year as does not exceed paid under the Railroad Retirement Act 
$1,440 shall be excluded from gross income. are exempt from all Federal income 
For the purposes of the second sentence of taxes. Social-security pensions are 
subparagraph (A) and the first sentence of exempt from all Federal income 'taxes. 
subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, the 
amounts received as an annuity which are Pensions paid to war veterans or their 
excluded from gross income under this sub- families are exempt from all Federal 
paragraph shall not be considered in com- income taxes. Why, then, should not 
puting the amount 'received as an annuity,' retired school teachers, retired police
or the 'amount received in the taxable year,' men, and retired firemen, and other Fed
or the 'aggregate amount excluded from eral, State, and local employees, as weli 
gross income under this chapter' or the t· · t · · t · 
'amounts received under such contract.' as par icipan s In pnva e pens10n sys-
Nothing in this subparagraph shall be tems, be entitled to the same considera
deemed to require t4e inclusion in gross tion? 
income of any amounts received during the As an example of how this discrimina
taxable year which are excludable from gross tion works, I call attention to the fact 
income under other provisions of law." that·, while a retired railway worker en-

(b) The amendment made by this section joys this tax relief for his pension, the 
shall be applicable only with respect to tax- retired railway postal employee, who 
able years beginning after December 31, 1950. 

may have worked right along with him, 
Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, enjoys no such relief. 

I o:t!er the amendment to the pending The purpose of my amendment is to 
tax bill to correct an inequity and to do equity in a place where equity is 
afford relief to some of our aged retired. badly needed. Is it too much to ask that 
The amendment would exempt from in- the first $1,440 of all pensions should be 
come tax the first $1,440 of all pensions exempt? I think not, Mr. President. 
paid. It is not designed to result in the Under this amendment, the loss to 
payment of funds from the Treasury. the Federal Treasury, in terms of the 
Rather, it is designed to give a measure way the Federal Government now spends 
of tax relief to retired pensioners, and money, will be relatively niinor, whereas 
to give all of them the same benefits that 
are already being enjoyed by a large per- the relief granted in individual cases 
centage of their number. will be extremely helpful. 

Mr. President, I think the American Let us not by the additional taxes 
people are eminently fair and like to see currently under consideration impose 
all their fellow citizens treated alike. In new burdens which will further shrink 
my judgment this amendment will help the dwindling amount of the necessities, 
niuch toward reaching that goal. ' · of life which our workers of the P.as~ 
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will be able to have. Let us help them, 
instead of hindering them. 

I sincerely hope that my colleagues . 
will give this very fair and very humane 
amendment the favorable consideration 
it deserves, and will vote for its adop-
tion. · 

But, Mr. President, before the vote 
is taken, I ask the very distinguished 
and able chairman of the Finance Com
mittee whether he will consider taking 
the amendment to conference. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I would 
not be able to take this amendment to 
conference. It has been voted on both 
in the. Senate and recently in the House 
of Representatives; and it was voted 
down. . 

Although, of coutse, the amendment 
makes a considerable appeal, yet in view 
of the fact that both bodies of Con
gress have acted upon the amendment, 
and in view of other legislation which 
has been enacted, I would not be able 
to take the amendment to conference. 

I shall have to suggest the absence 
of a quorum if the Senator from New 
Jersey desires to have a vote taken on 
the amendment at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Georgia suggest the 
absence of a quorum? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes, if a vote is de
sired at this time. Otherwise I would 
wait a little while, in order to give Sen
ators an opportunity to return from 
lunch. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Jersey permit me to 
ask a few questions for purposes of in
formation? 

Mr. HEN:;:)RICKSON. Yes, indeed. 
Mr. MORSE. Do I correctly under

stand that the Senator's - amendment 
seeks to exempt the first $1,400--

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The first $1,440. 
Mr. MORSE. It seeks to exempt the 

.first $1,440 of pensions from the gross 
income of any person, when figured for 
income-tax purposes, does it? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is correct. 
Mr. MORSE. Suppose Mr. X has a 

gross income of $10,000. Would the Sen
ator's amendment simply deduct from 
that $10,000 the $1,440 ·Mr. X receives 
from a pension, and make it nontaxable? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. That is as I 
understand the situation under the 
amendment. 

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from 
New Jersey think that such an individ
ual with a gross income of $10,000 should 
have $1,440 deducted for tax purposes? 

Mr HENDRICKSON. I believe so; 
yes. 

Mr. MORSE. Is not the basis of the 
argument of the Senator from New Jer
sey, which he presented on the floor, 
and with which I am in a great deal 
of sympathy, his desire to protect the 
poor annuitant and the poor pensioner 
who finds it necessary to live on a very 
scanty pension? However, if his income 
is $10 ,000, of which $1,440 is pension 
money, I do not see what justification 
there is for exempting his pension money 
from tax. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Of course, the 
Senator realizes that all pensioners 
would have to · be treated alike. 

Mr. MORSE. That is the point I wish 
to discuss with the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I tried to make 
clear that I do not think we can dis
criminate as between pensioners. I 
think the distinguished Senator from 

· Oregon would find, if he made a survey 
of the situation, that the great major
ity of these pensioners have no such 
income as $10,000 a year. A great many 
of them are living on a bare pittance. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I make 
. these very brief remarks on the princi
ple involved in . the Senator's amend
ment. I would say that I do not think 
our major concern .should be with pert-

. sioners as such, but I believe our major 

. concern should be with citizens who have 
such small incomes. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON . . I am perfectly 
willing to use the term "people of small 
incomes" ·for .these fine citizens, who in 

. mapy cases served their Government so 
, well. I have no argument as to the term 
to be used. 

Mr. MORSE. However, I wish to 
point out that the Senator's amendment 
does not draw that distinction, but is 

. drawn up in terms of gross income. .I 
.am not willing to accept the generaliza
. tion of the Senator from New Jersey that 
there are not a considerable number of 
persons in the United States who receive 
pensions and annuities and also have 
very substantial incomes. In view of the 
job in insurance work in the United 
S ~ates which I think some of the great 
insurance companies have done-and I 
believe it is a remarkable job-namely, 
the job of carrying the principle of pri
vate enterprise to the extent of getting 
people to · plan for old age when they 
come of a certain age, so as to have an 
annuity accrue to them then, I do not 
think there should go along with it a 
Government program which offers ex
emptions in the case-of annuities as an 
inducement to the sale of the policies. 
I do not think that would be a sound 
public policy. 

What should concern us are our fel
low citizens who are in such a low-in
come class that the application of a 
Federal tax would work a hardship upon 
them, regardless of whether they are 
pensioners or are not pensioners. What 
I am interested in is in knowing the 
total income of A, B, C, D, and the mil
lions of other people who fall within the 
low-income bracket? But I think, Mr. 
President, and I say it most respectfully, 
that the distinction between annuitants 
and pensioners in the small-income 
group, on the one hand, and other peo
ple in the low-income group, is a rather 
artificial distinction. 

I believe the sound principle for us to 
follow is to determine whether we have 
a fair tax structure applicable to people 
in the low-income groups, and as to them 
I would find myself very sympathetic 
toward giving consideration to the ques
tion of whether the existing taxes on 
them ought to be reduced. 

But I have serious doubt whether it is 
consistent with good public pelicy to be 
setting up what I consider to 0e a rather , 
artificial class distinction, such as that 
set forth in the Senator's amendment. 
I do not see why annuitants and pen
sioners should be set aside in a class by 
themselves, unless the same class bene
fits which accrue to them are given 
generally to other Americans in the 
low-income bracket. 

In my opinion we also need much 
more information than the · Senator 
frorri New Jersey has given us in his 
presentation of his amendment, as to 
how many people who have gross in
comes far in excess of $1,440 would be 

· benefited under the gross-incgme provi
. sion of his amendment. I -do not see why 

they should receive· the benefit of an 
exemption on $1,440. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. -Mr. President, 
will the Sena.tor yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I gather from 
· the-remarks of the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon that in principle he is in 
favor of this amendment. 

Mr; ·MORSE:- In·· principle; I am in 
favor of seeing that we do justice to the 
people in · the 'low-income brackets, in

. eluding annuitants and pensioners . 
Mr. HENDRICKSON.- And, therefore, 

the Senator endorses the principle, does 
he not? 

Mr. MORSE. I endorse the principle 
of providing tax relief for people whose 
income is so low that for the Federal 
Government to collect a tax from them 
would be very much a case of Shylock 
collecting his pound of flesh. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. If I were to 
modify this amendment so that it would 
apply only ~o net income, I wonder 
whether the Senator would then support 
it. 

Mr. MORSE. I think the Senator 
from New Jersey would thereby greatly 
strengthen his amendment, and make me 
much more inGlined to support it. But 
I do not happen to be one of those who, 
when a proposal for a substantial change 
in an amendment is made on the floor, 
would immediately commit themselves 
to saying that, if the change were 
adopted, they would support the amend
ment. I only say to the Senator from 
New Jersey that if he would talk to me 
in terms of net income, I should be much 
more inclined to go along · with his 
amendment than I am at the present 
time. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Then, Mr. 
President, I hope that the Senator will 
go along with the amendment. I now 
modify my amendment so that it will 
affect only the net income from pensions 
in the $1 ,440 class. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be modified accordingly. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
Senator has a right to modify his amend
ment, but I may say I would still have 
to oppose it and suggest the absence of 
a quorum. I would say to the Senator, 
in view of the vote on this particular 
provision, which was taken this year in 
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the House Committee on Ways and 
Means and in view of previous votes, on 
this provision, I have not the slightest 
idea that this amendment could ever 
be accept~d. 

I want to make this statement to the 
Senator. We have given to all people 65 
years of age a double exemption, which 
applies to a person who has -retired as 
well as one who is still working, so that 
a married man who is 65 years old, and 
has a wife who is 65 years old, receives 
exemptions of $2,400. They have also 
the standard deduction of 10 ·percent 
of their entire gross. These allowances 
when taken together can amount to a 
considerable sum. So there is very little 
need for the relief in the lower brackets 
because there is Uttle pension income in 
these brackets subject to tax. 

The proposed amendment, of course, 
would give great relief to all people re
ceiving pensions or retired pay or retire
ment benefits of $10,000, $15,000,. $20,000 
a year. But it would cut into the revenue, 
and it does not seem to me that this is 
an adequate reason for ' urging this 
amendment at this time. I would hope 
that the Senator would not do so because 
we could not take it, and I would have to 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask fcir the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
Mr. IVES. Mr. President, before the 

yeas and nays are ordered and before the 
absence of a quorum is suggested, may 
I make a statement on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from New Jersey yield the floor? 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I yield the floor 
to the Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Georgia did not have the 
floor in his own right, did he, or did he? 

Mr. GEORGE. I merely rose to sug
gest tne absence of a quorum, -if a vote 
is desired at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Georgia yield, so that 
the Senator from New York may make 
a statement regarding the proposed 
amendment? 

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New York. 
Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I would 

rather not trouble so many Senators by 
having them return to the floor before 
we get around to a vote. I, therefore, 
suggest that a quorum call be delayed. 
I merely want to concur in the proposal 
made by my distinguished colleague from 
New Jersey. I have made proposals of 
similar nature in the past two Con
gresses, and I wish to tell him that they 
were to no avail. That does not alter 
the fact that the principle involved is 
sound, and it does not alter the fact that 
we still have exceptions, some of which 
have been :lndicated, under the Railway 
Retirement Act, where the pensions or 
annuities up to a certain amount re
ceived by the pensioners or annuitants 
are exempt from taxation. It occurs to 
me, Mr. President, that sooner or later 
we must resolve this question one way 
or another. It is my understanding that 
the Joint Committee on Internal Reve-

nue Taxation is studying this whole pen
sion question. I would ask my distin

. ,guished colleague from Georgia whether 
I am wrong in that understanding. 

Mr. GEORGE. It has been under 
study by the joint staff. 

Mr. IVES. And it is likely to be under 
study in the future, as well as having 
been studied in the past, is it not? 
- Mr. GEORGE. It will be, yes. It has 
been studied, and one report has been 
made; but it will be studied further by 
the joint staff. 

Mr. IVES. Has any report been made 
on a proposal such as the one made by 
the Senator from New Jersey? · 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes. According to 
iny recollection, an adverse report was 
made by the staff of the joint commit
tee, in which it was pointed out that 
since pension income was not unlike any 
other income, it would be better to allow 
an extra exemption for. those over 65 
from which everyone over that age might 
receive a benefit. As a result, we have 
given double exemptions to people over 
age 65. 

Also, under another provision of this 
bill we are giving to every taxpayer
and it is done primarily to assist the 
people in the lower brackets-the benefit 
of a deduction for all medical, dental, 
and hospital expenses, without taking . 
into consideration the 5 percent limita
tion on gross income which exists gen
erally. As a result we have dealt liber
ally with persons who have reached the 
age of 65, and while some people do retire 
before that age, generally speaking a 
person who retires is around 65. When 
we consider the double exemption, and 
the benefit .that he has been given to take 
care of his medical expenses without the 
5· percent limitation, I believe that the 
pensioner who has a relative small pen
sion is taken care of very well. 

. It is true that social-security pay
ments, under interpretation by the So
cial Security Administrator, are not sub
ject to tax. Also, there i~ a special provi
sion in the Railroad Retirement Act that 
such retirement benefits are not subject 
to tax. But these are limited areas in 
which little or no tax would be due even 
without these exclusions. The provi
sions in this amendment would apply to 
all who receive retirement benefits, and 
we get into classes of persons with pretty 
large retirement benefits. To take off 
$1,440 in addition to all the other deduc
tions, exemptions, and exclusions virtu
ally reduces -the income of pensioners to 
where there will be very little tax col
lected. The amendment is estimated, 
very conservatively, to cost at least 
$15,000,000 a year. Therefore, I would 
not be able to accept it. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I appreciate 
very much what the Senator from Geor
gia has just stated. However, I do want 
to point out, and I am sure the Senator 
from Georgia will agree with me, that 
it seems to be scarcely fair to have a 
condition in this country wherein cer
tain pensions are exempt from taxation 
and other pensions are not. 

Mr. GEORGE. I do agree. 
Mr. IVES. The Senator from Georgia 

has cited two instances where such a 

condition pertains, and I think there are 
others. 

Mr. GEORGE. I do agree, and that 
is why the staff has been giving study 
to it. It is hoped that we may have a 
uniform rule to apply to all pensioners. 
I fully agree with the Senator. 

Mr-. IVES. I thank the Senator from 
Georgia. 

. May I suggest at this point, in line 
with what the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia has stated, that the age 
of retirement under the various pension 
plans has been gradually dropping for 
one ·reason or another? For instance, in 
my own State a person in State service 
may retire at age 55 by paying a higher 
rate of contribution. It seems to me, in 
view of that circumstance-and I assume 
that it is only typical of what we may 
expect in the future throughout the 
country, because if the time ever comes 
again when there is serious unemploy
ment, as may some time occur, we shall 
need to :find new ways to take care of 
such a situation-in view of that circum
stance, I repeat, it seems to me that it 
would be well in the study which is be
ing made and which is likely to be made 
and which has been referred to in this 
colloquy, to consider a retirement sys
tem of that type · which some time may 
be applied generally in this country. In 
other words, when a tax plan is finally 
evolved-for we cannot have this in
equitable situation forever-with ref
erence to a kind of retirement program 
in which the age of retirement is 55 in
stead of 65 years, it should treat fairly 
all pensioners and annuitants. 

Mr. GEORGE. We certainly should 
have uniform treatment of all pensions 
or retirement benefits received. The 
Senator is quite correct. The staff has 
been making such a study. I hope the 
junior Senator from New Jersey and the 
senior Senator from New York, who 
have been very much interested in this 
subject, may not press the matter to a 
vote, because, under existing conditions, 
and in view of the House committee's ac
tion, I must say frankly that there would 
be only a ver.y remote possibility of any 
agreement being reached on it at this 
time until a study has been finally com
pleted. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I should like to follow the suggestion of 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia, 
for whose judgment I have the greatest 
respect, but I think this amendment in
volves a principle which we ought to re
solve now, and I feel that there should 
be a vote on the amendment. 
· Mr. IVES. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator from New Jersey feels that he must 
press it, I shall certainly support his pro-

. posal, because fundamentally it is proper 
in the light of conditions which exist at 
the present time and which have been 
ref erred to in the discussion of the ques
tion. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays. . · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
is not a sutncient nmp.ber of Senators 
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present at this time to support the re
quest of the Senator. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, and 

the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Bennett 
Benton 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Butler, Md. 
Butler, Nebr. 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Clements 
Connally. 
Cordon 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Frear 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Green 

Hayden ..... McKellar 
Hendrickson McMahon 
Hennings Millikin 
Hickenlooper Monroney 
Hill Moody 
Hoey Morse 
Holland Mundt 
Humphrey Murray 
Hunt Neely 
Ives O'Conor 
Jenner O'Mahoney 
Johnson, Colo. Pastore 
Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Johnston, S. C . . Russell 
Kem Saltonstall 
Kerr Schoeppel 
Kilgore Smathers 
Knowland Smith, Maine 
Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Lodge Sparkman 
Long Stennis 
Magnuson Taft 
Malone Underwood 
Martin Watkins 
Maybank Welker 
McCarran Wiley 
McCarthy Williams 
McClellan Young 
McFarland • 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Tennessee 
CMr. KEFAUVER], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. SMITHJ are absent 
on omcial business. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 
is absent on omcial business. 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
"[Mr. TOBEY] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr • . 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
LANGER] and the Senator from Califor
nia [Mr. NIXON] are detained on omcial 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. MON· 
RONEY in the chair). A quorum is 
present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered· by the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON]. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. I ask for the 
·yeas and riays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, it is the 

hope of the committee that this amend
ment will not be agreed to. At the pres
ent time an additional exemption of $600 
a year for each taxpayer is made in the 
case of taxpayers 65 years of age and 
older. That means that in the case of 
a married couple 65 years of age or older 
$2,400 of their income is already exempt 
from taxation. 

In addition, 10 percent of whatever 
their income may be is exempt, up to 
10 percent of the first $10,000, as a stand
ard deduction. That means that a cou
ple with an income of $5,000 a year, if 
they were 65 years of age or over, would 
have an exemption of $2,900 at the pres
ent time. If the amendment of the Sen
ator trom New Jersey were agreed to, it 
would mean that there would be an addi
tional exemption of $1,440 a year, or a 
total of $4,340 a year of the income of a 

.man and his wife with an income · of 
$5,000. 

The :forty-eighth Congress, in the 
Revenue Act, made provision for just 
such a situation as this. If the amend
ment of the Senator from New Jersey 
were adopted the Congress would now be 
·giving a double exemption with reference 
to that part of the income of the tax
payer which is contemplated by the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish to obtain 

some light on this particular amend
ment, if possible. 

Do I correctly understand that under 
the existing law those who come under 
the Railroad Retirement Act get such an 
exemption. 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Is it correct to say 

that those who come under the social
security legislation nationally now get 
this exemption? 

Mr. KERR. That is correct, but I 
know of no one who gets $1,440 a year 
under it. ' 

Mr. KNOWLAND. But that state
ment would not apply to those who come 
under the Raifroad Retirement Act. 

Mr. KERR. I cannot answer that 
question, but I think it would. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I came in a little 
late from a committee meeting, and did 
not hear all the argument of the Sena
tor from New Jersey: Apparently what 
he is trying to do is to place those who 
are municipal, county, and school em
ployees, and who come under the local 
retirement system, on a basis compara
ble with those coming under the Rail
road Retirement Act and the Social Se
curity Act. Is that a fair statement? 

Mr. KERR. Under the amendment 
of the Senator from New Jersey the ex
clusion would apply to any pension or 
retirement pay, or retirement annuity. 
It is not limited to what the Senator has 
ref erred to at all. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. KERR. I yield for a question. 
Mr. HENDRICKSON. It is true, is it 

not, that the majority of those who 
would be affected by this amendment 
are either retired teachers, policemen, 
firemen, or other Federal, State, or loc.al 
government employees? 

Mr. KERR. I do not think so at all. 
I do not believe that · even percentage
wise they would represent anywhere 
near a third of those who would bene
fit by this amendment as it is written. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON. The Senator 
from New Jersey disagrees with the Sen
ator from Oklahoma on that score. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the junior Senator from 
New Jersey. On this question, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 

that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator from '.I'ennessee 

[Mr. KEFAUVER], and the Senator from 
·North carolina [Mr. SMITHJ are absent 
on omcial business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEZ], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. SMITHJ would vote 
"nay." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW
STER] is absent on omcial business, and 
if present, he would vote ''nay.,, 
· The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYE] is absent by leave of the Senate, 
and, if present, he would vote "nay." 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. TOBEY] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] is. necessarily absent. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
LANGER] and the Senator from Calif orina 
[Mr. NIXON] are detained on omcial 
business. 

The result was announced-yeas 36, 
nays 50, as follows: 

Bridges 
Cain 
Douglas 
Duff 
Ecton 
Ferguson 
Gillette 
Green 
Hendrickson 
Hennings 
Humphrey 
Hunt 

Aiken 
Bennett 
Benton 
Bricker 
Butler, Md. 
Butler, Nebr. 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Clements 
Connally 
Cordon 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 

Anderson 
Brewster 
Chavez 
Kefauver 

YEAS-36 
'Ives McCarthy 
Jenner Moody 
Johnston, S. C. Murray 
Kem Neely 
Kilgore O'Conor 
Knowland O'Mahoney 
Lehman Pastore 
Lodge Saltonstall 
Long Schoeppel 
Magnuson Smith, Maine 
Malone Smith, N. J. 
McCarran Welker 

NAYS-50 
Flanders 
Frear 
.Fulbright 
George 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill · -
Hoey 
Holland 
Johnson, Colo. 
,rohnson, Tex. 
Kerr 
Martin 
Maybank 
McClellan 
McFarland 
McKellar 

McMahon 
Millikin 
Monroney 
Morse 
Mundt 
Robertson 
Russell 
Smathers 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Taft 
Underwood 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

NOT VOTING-10 

Langer Tobey 
Nixon Wherry 
Smith,N. C. 
Thye 

So Mr. HENDRICKSON'S amendment was 
rejected. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-ENROLLED 

BILL SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Snader, its assistant 
reading clerk, announced that the 
Speaker had amxed his signature to the 
enrolled bill <S. 1786) for the relief of 
certain omcers and employees of the 
Foreign Service of the United States who, 
while in the course of their respective 
duties, suffered losses of personal prop
erty by reason of war conditions and 
catastrophes of nature, and it was 
signed by the Vice President. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, September 26, 1951, he 
presented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bills: 

S. 1349. An act to establish a Department 
of Food Services in the public schools of the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes; 
and 
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S. 1786. An · act for the relief of certain 

officers and employees of the Foreign Service 
of the United States who, while in the course 
of their respective duties, suffered losses of 
personal property by reason of war conditions 
and catastrophes of nature. 

S. 2006. An act to increase the lending au
thority of Export-Import Bank of Washing
ton and to extend the period within which 
the Bank may make loans. 

REVENUE ACT OF 1951 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 4473) to provide reve
nue, and for other purposes. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, I call up my 
amendment 7-25-51-I. I ask unani
mous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with, and that 
it be incorporated in the RECORD at this 
point in my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so or~ered. 

The amendment offered by Mr. IvEs 
ts as follows: · 

At the proper place in the bill insert the 
following: · 
"SEC. -. Restricted retirement funds. 
: · "(a) Exclusion of portion of income paid 
to a restricted retirement fund: Section 22 
(relating to the definition of grbss income) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"'(p) Contributions to a restricted retire
ment fund: 

" • ( 1) General rule: In the case of an indi
vidual, there shall be excluded from gross in
come the portion of income for any taxable 
year paid within such year to a restricted 
retirement fund. such portion of income 
shall be taxable at the time and in the man
ner provided in section 173. 

"'(2) Limitation: The total amount ex
cludible under paragraph ( 1) for any taxable 
year shall not exceed 10 percent of the tax
payer's earned net income, or $7,500, which
ever is the less~. minus any amounts con
tributed during such taxable year by an 
employer of the ta~payer-

" '(A) to or under a plan meeting the re
quirements of section 165, or 

" • ( B) toward the purchase of an em
ployee's annuity contract described in 'the 
first sentence of subsection (b) (2) (B) of 
this section. 

"'(3) Definition of restricted retirement 
fund: For definition of "restricted retirement 
fUnd" see section 173 (b). 

"'(4) Definition of earned income, etc.1 
For the purposes of this subsection-

" '(A) "earned income" means wages. sal
aries, and professional fees, other amounts 
received as compensation for personal serv
ices actually rendered, income from any lit
erary, musical, or artistic composition created 
by the taxpayer, and income from a copy
right on such a literary, musical, or artistic 
composition, but does not include .any 
amount not included in gross income (com
puted without reference to this subsection), 
nor that part of the compensation derived by 
the taxpayer for personal serviees rendered 
by him to a corporation which represents a 
distribution of earnings or profits rather than 
a reasonable allowance as compensation for 
the personal services actually rendered; 

"'(B) "earned income deductions" means 
such deductions as are allowable by section 
23 for the purpose of computing net income 
and are. properly allocable to. or chargeable 
against earned income; . 

"'(C) "earned net income" means the ex
cess of the amount of earned income over · 
the sum of the earned income deductions: ' 
and · · 

"'(D) in the case of an individual pro• : 
prietor or member of a partnership who per .. _\ 

forms personal services in the business of 
such proprietorship or partnership, the por- . 
tion. of the profits attributable to his per
sonal services shall be deemed "earned in
come"; and in the case of a taxpayer engaged 
in a trade or business in which both personal 
services and capital are material income
producing factors, the determination of the 
portion of the profits, attributable to per
sonal services shall be made under regula
tions prescribed by the secretary. 

"'(5) Consent by taxpayer: This sub
section shall be applicable only to a tax
payer who files with the Commissioner, in · 
such manner, in such form, and within such 
time as the Secretary may by regulations 
prescribe, a consent to have taxed in the 
manner provided in section 173 the portion 
of income excluded from gross income under 
paragraph ( 1) .' 

"(b) Inclusion in g!'oss income on annuity 
payments received from a restricted re
tirement fund: Section 22 (b) (2) (relat
ing to annuities) is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subpara
graph: 

" ' ( C) Restricted retirement annuities: 
If an annuity contract is purchased by a 
trustee for an individual under a plan with . 
respect to which section 173 is applicable, 
such individual shall include in his income 
the amounts received under such contract 
for the year received; and fo:· the purposes 
of this chapter such annuity contract shall 
be deemed to have a basis of zero.' 

"(c) Restricted retirement funds: Sup
plement E of chapter 1 (relating to the taxa
tion of estates and trusts) is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
section: 
" 'SEC. 173. Restricted retirement funds. 

"'(a) Exemption from tax: A restricted 
retirement fund shall not be taxable under 
this . supplement and no other provision of 
this supplement shall apply with respect to 
such fund. 

"'(b) Definition of restricted retirement 
fund: For the purposes of this chapter a 
"restricted retirement fund" means a trust 
forming part of a retirement plan set up by 
a bona fl.de agricultural, labor, business, in
dustrial, or professional association or similar 
organization, for the exclusive benefit of its 
participating members for the purpose of 
distributing to such members or their bene
ficiaries the cqrpus, profits, and earnings of 
the trust accumulated by the trust in ac
cordance with the plan if under the plan 
and the trust instrument-

" '(1) the interest of any participating 
member is nonassignable, except as to his 
right-

"'(A) to designate one or more benefi
ciaries to receive any interest in the·trust to 
which he may be entitled at his death; and 

"'(B). to elect a survivorship option under 
any annuity contract through which his in
terest in the trust. may be distributed; 

"'(2) the designation of a trustee or suc
cessor trustee is restricted to a bank (as 
defined in section 104) , and the trustee is 
authorized and directed to ·invest the assets 
of the trust in securities which are legal for 
the investment of trust funds by such 
bank; · 

" ' ( 3) except in case of his total and per
manent disability (which shall be certified 
to the trustee by affidavit of a licensed phy
sician), the distribution of the interest of1 
any participating member in the .trust mayi 
not be made to him during his lifetime at:. 
a date commep.cing earlier than his age 60 · 
and under one or more at · the following ' 
optional methods of distribution to be elected~ 
by him-

" '(A) in a lump sum: . 
_ "'(B) in annual installments of a desig~ 1: 
nated amount over a period of years; or . 

"'(C) by the purchase by the trustee, in 
the name of the participating member, of 
one or more single premium noncommutable 
life · annuity contracts (with or without a 
guaranteed minimum payment and with or 
without a survivorship option). 

" ' ( c) Taxability of beneficiary: The amount 
actually distributed or made available to 
any distributee under a restricted retire
ment fund under the option described in 
subsection (b) (3) (C) shall be taxable to 
him under the provisions of section 22 (b) 
(2) (C), and th::i amount actually distributed 
or made available to any such distributee 
under one of the options described in subsec
tions (b) (3) (A) or (B) shall be taxable 
to him, in the year in which so distributed 
o.r made available, under the provisions of 
section 22 (b) (2) (C) as if it were an an
nuity under an annuity contract taxable 
under such section, except that if the -entire 
interest is distributed i~ a lump sum under 
the option described in subsection (b) (3) 
(A) it shall be considered a gain from the 
sale or exchange of a capital asset held for 
more than 6 months.' 

"(d) Effective date: The amend~.ents 
made by this section shall be applicable witb 
respect to taxable years beginning after De· 
cember 31, 1950.'' 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, on July 25 
I submitted this amendment to House 
bill 4473, and the amendment was print .. 
ed and ordered to lie on the table. Its 
purpose is to encourage savings for re
tirement through restricted retirement 
funds, particularly for groups, principal
ly self-employed, not presently covered 
by retirement plans. . However, any 
member of a bona fide professional,1• 

business, agricultural, or labor organiza~ 
tion, even if covered by an existing plan<1 

could participate. The amendment 
would permit any participant to con .. 
tribute annually, tax free, to an ap~ 
proved retirement fund 10 percent of 
income or $7 ,500, whichever is less. ~ 
tax ·would be levied when benefits wers 
received, rather than when contribution~ 
were made. Thus, savings for retire~ 
ment would be encouraged_. 

I submitted the amendment primaril~ 
to obtain committee consideration of the 
basic principle involved. 

It is now my understanding that the 
Senate Finance Committee has considoe 
ered the amendment, but has deferred 
action without prejudice. I further un-
· derstand that a study wa5 found to b~ 
necessary, principally because no -esti ... 
mate of revenue loss is available. 

I hope very much that further study 
of q;his matter will be made by the Joi~t 
Committee on .Internal Revenue Taxa
tion, in connection . with the over-all 
study on existing pension plans, which 
I understand it is making. · · 

To fit this amendment into existing 
pension plans, some fair ceiling on an
nual tax-free contributions must be de
termined. I was keenly a ware of this 
problem when I submitted the amend
·ment and arbitrarily chose the $7,500 
figure, which I believe is too high. At 
that time I directed my staff to survey 
existing pension system, to determi:pe at 
what peak tax-free contributions have 
been permitted under both private in
dustrial pension systems and various 
State and Federal plans. -
1 Mr. President, I ask unanimous cop
.sent that the results of these ~tudies be 
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incorporated in the body of the RECORD 
at this poi'nt as part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the .matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

ExHmIT I 

Survey included some 500 plans; this is 
a random cross section of privately financed 
industrial pension plans, top salaries. 

Compensation ar>.d payment to pension plan 
(by companies and individuals), 1950 1 

Payment to 
pension plan 

Name of company, officer, Com pen- By etc. sation By in- com-
divid- pany 

ual (tax-
free) 

Standard Oil Co. of New 
Jersey: 

Eugene Holman, presi-
dent and director. 

$186, 013 (2) $23, 905 

18 officers and directors. 1, 738, 777 
Goodyear Tire & Rubber 

(2) 239, 833 

Co.: 
P. W. Litchfield, chair-

man of board. 
125, 000 (2) 11, 982 

All officers and directors 1, 011, 310 (2) 106, 016 
(no number given) . 

United States Steel Corp.: 
B. F. Fairless, president. 213, 966 $6, 035 8, 931 
All officers and directors 983, 430 19, 510 28,874 

(no number given). 
General Motors: 

Charles E. Wilson, pres- 3 363, 795 10, 190 25, 856 
ident. 

62 officers and directors_ •6, 572, 345 170, 815 362, 808 

1 Compensation is oomprised of salaries; fees, commis· 
sions, bonuses, shares in profits, thrift-account pay· 
ments, payments in stock or in kind, etc., but does not 
include indeterminate benefits such as option in stock or 
pension payments by the company for the benefit of its 
officers and directors. 

' Makes payment but amount not available. . 
3 Plus 1,358 shares of General Motors stock valued at 

$45.07 per share which equals $60,205. 
•Plus 33,995 shares of General Motors stock valued at 

$45.07 per share which equals $1,532,155. 
Sow;ce: Securities and Exchange Commission. 

General Motor..; Corp., notice of special 
meeting of stockholders to be held September 
27, 1950: 

ESTIMATED PENSION BENI:FITS OF CERTAIN 
DIRECTORS AND OFFICERS 

With respect to such of those persons who 
were directors of the corporation at any time 
during 1949 and who will be entitled to par
ticipate in the revised salaried program, in
cluding the three highest paid officers of the 
corporation during such year, and whose 
aggregate remuneration for 1949 was in ex
cess of $25,000, the table below shows the 
portion of the total contribution by . the 
corporation in 1949 for future service benefits 
under the present retirement plan, such 
portion being the same as the amount which 
would have been contributed by the corpora
tion under the contributory part of the re
vised salaried program if it had been in 
effect during that year. There are also shown 
the contributions made by the participating 
directors during 1949. As pointed out on 
page 17, under the noncontributory part of 
the pension program the corporation's con
tributions are not susceptible of meaningful 
determination in respect of individual per
sons. With respect to the individuals named 
in the table, Ormond E. Hunt and Bayard D. 
Kunkle had accrued benefits under the pres
ent retirement plan and service pension plan 
at the time of their retirement from active 
service in 1949 equivalent to $8,044 per year 
and $9,330 per ye·ar, respectively, and these 
benefits will not be changed under the re
vised salaried program; in the cases of the 
other -individuals named, it is not possible 
to determine who will eventually receive ben
efits under ·the revised salaried program or, 
with respect to those who will receive retire
ment benefits, what the amount of the re
tirement benefits will be. However, there are 
shown in the table the annual benefits esti
mated to be payable under the revised sal
aried program based on the assumptions that 
(a) the employee will survive and continue 
in the employ of the corporation until auto
matic retirement age and will be otherwise 
qualified under the terms and conditions of 

the program at that time, (b) his salary will 
continue at the current rate, and (c) he 
will continue to contribute under the terms 
and conditions of the revised salaried pro
gram as long as he is eligible to do so. 

Contributory part of 
salaried program 

Attribu· 
table por-

tion of total Estimated 
contribu- annual re-
tion by tirement 

~ famel 
corpora- benefit 

Contribu- tion in 1949 under re-
tion by di- for future vised sal-
rector in service re- aried pro-

1949 tirement 
benefits, 

gram 

tax-free 
annual con-
tribution 

under sec. 
165 !RC 

Albert Bradley ___ $7, 850 $18, 609 $40, 000 
Francis L. Burke_ 4, 350 8, 928 35, 898 
Marvin E. Coyle2. 2 7, 350 2 21, 348 2 12, 094 
Harlow H. Cur-

tice.r--·----- -- 7, 350 
Frederic G. Don· 

15, 825 40, 000 

ner _____________ 5,890 8, 383 40, 000 
Ronal.d K. Evans. 5,850 15, 315 25, 882 
Louis C. Goad ___ 5, 850 8, 760 . 40, 000 
Edward R. God· 

frey _ .. - ----- --- 4, 350 10,834 30, 520 
Ormond E. Hunt. 5, 513 14, 733 8,044 
Bayard D. Kun-kle _____________ 600 1, 748 9, 330 
John J. Schu-

2i, i12 mann, Jr ____ ___ 3, 663 9, 693" 
Charles E.Wilson. 9,850 24, 531 40, 000 

1 The positions occupied by the directors are listed in 
the table commencing on p. 5 of this proxy statement. 

2 Marvin E. Coyle did not participate in the. present · 
retirement plan when eligible. Under the revised 
salaried program, Mr. Coyle will be eligihle to commence 
contributing on Oct. 1, 1950. The 1949 contrib,ution 
figures shown, and the estimated annual retirement 
benefits to which he would be entitled, are based on the 
assumption that Mr. Coyle will participate in the con· 
tributory part of the revised salaried program commenc
ing Oct. 1, 1950. In the event that Mr. Coyle should 
elect not to contribute under the revised salaried program 
he will be entitled upon retirement at age 65 to the mini· 
mum benefit under the program described in par. 2 (a) 
on p. 11. 

EXHIBIT II.-The Library of Congress Legislative Reference Servtce 

TYPICAL MAXIMUM CONTRIBUTIONS AND BENEFITS OF ·REPRESENTATIVE RETIREMENT PLANS, RAILROAD, BANK, STATE, CIVIL SERVICE, CONGRESSIONAL , . 

Plan Employer's · maximum annual 
tax-free contribution per person 

Employee's maximum 
contribution 

I Railroad retirement •••••••• · $216.--------------------------··-- $216 ______ -------·----·-··---

lTypical independent plan : $2,500 on $50,000 salary; $3,750 on $2,440 on $50,000 salary; 
' for a large bank.1 r $75,000 salary. $3,690 on $75,000 salary. 

I 
.,. ' 

New York State plan 2 ••• 3 ·.$2,523 on $30,000 salary paid to 
~ judges of the intermediate ap-
, pellate court at rate of 8.411 per· 

cent per year. 

$5,040 on $30,000 salary .••••• ; 

Louisiana State Employ- ; State supplies balance to guaran· $840 compulsory, $560 volun-
ees' Retirement System. • tee benefits. tary; $1,400 total on salary 

..... of $14,000 paid to judges in 
the State's highest court. 

; Civil Service, retirement •••• ; $6,563.62 supplied as part o• the 
annual appropriation of the 
Federal Government to cover 
guaranteed benefits. Presup· 
poses a hypothetical cabinet of· 
fleer, who receives a retirement 
annuity for 15 years.& 

$1,350 compulsory, $2,250 
voluntary; $3,600 total on 
$22,500 salary of cabinet 
officers. 

Contribution rates 

6 percent each by employer and 
employee (total 12 percent) on 
income up to $3,600 a year (to 
increase to 672 percent each in 
1952). 

Employee contributes 3 percent 
of first $3,000, 5 percent of excess 
salary. Employer adds entire 
cost of past service plus 5 percent 
of salary for future service. 

Employee rnte depends upon age, . 
sex and occupation-varies .. 

6 percent of salary. Employees 
may make voluntary contribu· 
tions up to 10 percent of gross 
compensation to purchase larger 
annuity.3 

6 percent of total wages by em· 
ployees; an additional voluntary 
contribution up to 10 percent of 
salary. 

Benefit formula 

Years of service times the sum of 2.4 per· 
cent of the first $50 of the average monthly 
wage, 1.8 percent of the next $100, and 1.2 
percent of the next $150. Maximum 
benefit, $1,728. 

Whatever fund will provide. Maximum 
pension, $6,000. 

Approximately 1.70 of average salary per 
years of service at age 60, or 1/60 of average 
salary per years of service at age 55, 
depending upon plan selected by em· 
ployee and amount accumulated. 

Approximately 1~ percent of average sal· 
ary per years of service (salary base being 
average for highest 5-year consecutive 
period).4 

Years of service times the greater of 1 per· 
cent of salary plus $25 on salaries.up to 
$5,000 (or 1~ percent of salaries above 
$5,000) of employee's highest 5-year aver· 
age basic salary, but not to exceed 80 
percent of the average for those years. 

1 Mountjoy, Edgar E. Principal features of retirement pension plans sponsored by State bankers associations. In Banking, vol, 42, December 1949:80-81. 
2 The Book of the States, 19~51. Chicago, 1950, vol. VIII, p. 217. 
I Ibid., p. 217. 
' Department of Research, Association af Casualty and Surety Companies. Government insurance in the United States (New York) 1950:89. 
• Since the Government's share of the contribution is made through annual appropriation in an amount to guarantee benefits, rather than in the form of a joint contribution 

established to set up a special trust fund, it follows that the Government's contribution is geared to the number of years of retirement payments, rather than to the employee's 
contribution during his working years. In the above figure, the following assumptions are made: The retired man had 20 years of Government service on July 31, 1951, of which 
15 were at a salary of $10,000, and 5 years were in the cabinet at a salary of $22,500. When he retire:! at age 65 he had made a total contribution of $38,431.25 of which $26,250 was 
in the form of voluntary contributions. He is thus entitled to an annual annuity of $9,112.50 which he receives for a total of 15 years-or until his death at age 80. The total cost 
to the Goverp.ment of meeting this guaranteed benefit amount would be $98,456.25 after the amount of his contribution had been deducted. Prorated for 15 years, this cost would 
oome to $6,563.62 annually for tbis·period. . • . . 
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EXHIBIT II.-The Library of Congress Legislative Reference Service-Continued 

Plan Employer's maximum annual Employee's maximum Contribution rates Benefit formula tax-free contribution per person contribptio~ -
Retirement plan for Mem· $f,439.28 supplied as part of the $1,800 compulsory, $3,000 Same as above ____________________ Years of service times 2~2 percent of average 

bers of Congress. annual appropriation made by voluntary; $4,800 total on salary as a Member, but may not exceed 
the Federal Government to $30,000 salary of Vice Pres- 75 pereen t of last salary . . 
cover guaranteed benefits. Pre- ident and Speaker of 
supposes a hypothetical Vice House. 
President or Speaker who re-
ceives a retirement annuity for 
15 years.6 

6 Method of meeting benefit guarant'es same as those described for civil service retirement in the preceding footnote. This hypothetical contribution by the Government 
presupp~ses a Vice P.resi~ent or Speaker of the .House who bas m~t all of his retirement oblig~tion~ for 15 ye_ars of serv_ice in this office prior t? retirement at age 65 on July 31, 
1951. His total contr1but1on was $40,879.45 of which $27,319.45 were JD the form of voluntary contributions. He 1s thus entitled to an annual annmty of $8,164,58, which he receives 
for a total of 15 years-or until his death at age 80. The total cost of the Government of meeting the guaranteed benefit amount would be $96,589.25 after the amount of his contri
bution ba<l been deducted. Prorated for the 15 years of retirement, this cost was come to $6,439.28 annually for this period. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, in this con
nection, I refer to four exhibits which 
appear in the insertion. 

Exhibit 1 presents a survey based on 
a study of some 500 industrial plans. 
It contains an outline of four typical 
industrial retirement plans, while one 
executive pension plan-for the General 
Motors Corporation-is detailed. 

Exhibit 2 sets forth maximum tax-free 
contributions under the railroad retire
ment plan, the retirement plan of a 

typical bank, and the New York and 
Louisiana State retirement plans, as well 
as the Federal Civil Service and Con
gressional pension systems. 

I trust that the tables presented may 
be of assistance to the committee and its 
staff in the consideration of this prob
lem. 

In determining a fair ceiling on an
nual tax-free contributions under this 
amendment, the committee will prob
ably also consider the present pattern 

of income and savings distribution. 
These factors are important because the 
fairness of this amendment can be 
judged by the number of persons able 
to make the maximum annual contribu
tion it allows. 

Mr. President, in this regard I request 
to have printed at this point some fur
ther data gathered by my staff. 

There being no objection, the matter 
ref erred to was ordered to b.e pripted 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

EXHIBIT III.-1950 Survey of Consumer Finances, Federal Reserve Board 

DISTRIBUTION BY 1948 INCOMES OF SPENDING UNITS WITHIN 1949 INCOME GROUPS 1 

Percentage distribution of spending units within 1949 income groups 

1948 annual money income before taxes 
All spending $1,000 to $2,000 to $3,'.XlO to $4,000 to $5,000 to $7,500 and 

units Under $1,000 $1,999 $2,999 $3,999 $4,999 $7,499 over 

Under $1,000 ___________ ----- _________ --- __________ --- ______ 14 67 18 5 1 1 (2) ·-------------$1,000 to $1,999 ______________________________________ ------- 15 12 50 16 3 1 2 ·-------------
~:ll&l ~~ ~:=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 20 5 13 54 23 7 2 -------------i 

18 2 4 13 53 29 8 
$4,000 to $4,999_ ·---------- --------------------------------- 10 (2) 1 2 lO 39 22 4 

r,;~ !~f ~~:-_-::::::·::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 8 1 1 2 11 50 19 
4 (2) (2) -------------- (2) 1 5 65 

N oi ascertained<. .. . ______ --------·---- _______________________ 11 13 13 9 11 11 . 11 

All income groups_-------------------------------.--- 100 100 100 · 100 100 100 100 100 

Number of cases------------------------------------------- 3, 512 479 604 672 615 397 437 269 

_ 1 Based on reports of spending units interviewed early in 1950 (fifth survey) concerning annual incoI:les in both 1948 and 1949. As shown in the table, the 1948 income of ~o 
of all spending units could not be determined at the beginning of 1950. 

2 Less than ~2 of 1 percent. 

PROPORTION OF TOTAL MONEY INCOME RECEIVED BY EACH TENTH OF THE NATION'S SPENDING UNITS WHEN RANKED BY SIZE OF INCOME, 1949, 
' 1948, 1947, AND 19461 

. ·-
-

Percentage of total money income before taxes 

Spending units . ranked Lowest income within group 
according to s~ze of in- By each tenth Cumulative 
come 

1949 1948 1947 1946 1949 i948 1947 1946 1949 1948 1947 1946 

Highest tenth ___________ 30 2 31 33 32 30 2 31 33 32 $5, 800 $6, 000 $5, 700 $4,850 
Second ____ ---- __________ 15 15 15 15 45 46 48 46 4,500 4, 500 4, 200 3, 750 
Third_------------------ 12 12 12 12 58 58 60 58 3, 760 3, 750 3, 500 3, 100 Fourth __________________ 

11 10 10 10 68 68 70 69 3,200 3, 200 3, 000 2, 700 
Fifth.~ ____ -- --- --- -- ---- 9 9 9 9 78 2 76 ' 78 77 2, 700 2,840 2, 530 2; 300 
Sixth ____ ------ --- --- ---- 8 28 7 7 85 84 - 86 85 2,290 2,400 2, 100 2, 000 
Seventh _________________ 6 6 6 6 91 90 91 91 1, 810 2, 000 1, 700 1, 500 Eighth __________________ 

5 5 4 5 96 95 96 95 1,280 1, 500 1, 200 1, 150 
Ninth _____ --- ----- -- -- -- 3 3 3 3 99 99 99 99 710 860 750 700 
Lowest tenth-------~---- 1 1 1 1 100 100 100 100 (3) (8) (3) (3) 

1 Income data for each year are based on interviews during January, February, and early March of the following year. It is possible that the proportion of income received 
by the highest tenth of income receivers is lill".lderestimated by several percentage points in all years. Samples of approximately 3,500 spending units having been used in these 3 
surveys, it cannot be expected that a completely representative sample of the highest dollar incomes was obtained. 

2 Revised. 
a Not available from survey data. 

NOTE.-Detailed figures may not add to cumulative figures because of rounding. 

', 
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ExHIBIT IV.-1950 Survey of Consumer Ffnances, Federal Reserve Board 

PROPORTION OF TOTAL MONEY INCOME, POSITIVE SAVING, NEGATIVE SAVING, AND NET SAVING ACCOUNTED FOR BY EACH TENTH OF THE NATION'S 
SPENDING UNITS WHEN RANKED BY SIZE OJ' INCOME 1 

Percentage of total accounted for by each tenth 

Spend~g unitt;~~!!d according to Money income 2 Positive saving a Negative saving' Net saving & 

1949 1948 1947 1946 1949 1948 1947 1946 1949 1948 1947 1946 1949 1948 1947 1946 

----------,_ ----,_ ------------
Highest tenth.----------------------- 30 6 31 33 32 47 45 52 44 9 614 19 6 105 6 78 77 63 
Second.------------------------------ 15 15 15 15 15 15 14 15 9 11 11 12 26 19 16 16 
Third. - ___ -- ---------------------- --- 12 12 12 12 10 11 8 12 8 9 10 7 13 15 6 14 Fourth. _____ --________ -___ -_ -________ 11 10 10 10 8 8 7 8 8 9 10 11 8 6 6 7 Fifth. ________________________________ 9 9 9 9 7 7 6 6 10 T 11 11 1 6 3 4 
Sixth ______________ ------------ _______ 8 68 7 7 5 5 5 5 8 9 6 13 (7) 2 4 1 Seventh. _____________________________ 6 6 6 6 4 4· 4 4 9 8 5 8 -4 -1 2 2 
Eighth._-------------------------- --- 5 5 4 5 2 2 2 3 9 7 7 7 -8 -3 -1 1 Ninth. _______________________________ 3 3 3 3 2 2 1 2 7 eg 6 12 -6 6-5 -2 -3 Lowest tenth _________________________ 1 1 1 1 (1) 1 1 1 23 17 15 13 -35 -17 -11 -5 ----------------All units _______________________ 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

1 Income and saving data for the postwar years are based on interviews in January-March of each succeeding year. The figures in this table cannot be used to measure pre
cisely changes in income and saving because of the limited size of the sample. However, it is believed that the data show with reasonable accuracy the nature of certain broad 
changes which occurred in the pattern of income and saving during these years. The surveys for 1946 through 1949 also differ somewhat in their definitions of saving, as discussed 
in appendix I to this article. · 

2 Annual money income before taxes. 
a Positive saving comprises the saving of all spending units with money incomes in excess of expenditures. 
'Negative saving comprises the dissaving of all spending units with expenditures in excess of money income. 
& Net saving (plus or minus) is positive saving less negative saving for the combination of all units in each income decile. 
e Revised from data presented in the Federal Reserve Bulletin, January 1950, table 10, p. 23. 
7 Less than ~~ of 1 percent. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, exhibit No. 
3 outlines the present pattern-of income 
distribution in this country. It shows 
how many people earned how much. 

Exhibit 4 shows which income group 
has saved the most and, therefore, which·· 

· income groups would be most likely to 
utilize whatever maximum contribution 
the committee may decide should be al-

· 1owed. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President
Mr. IVES. Mr. President, does the 

Senator from Virginia desire to have me 
yield to him? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. No, Mr. Presi
dent; I do not wish to interrupt my dis· 
tinguished colleague from New York. I 
am seeking recognition in my own right. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, in order 
that the distinguished Senator from Vir· 
ginia may have recognition, I now with-
draw the amendment. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment submitted by the Senator 
from New York is withdrawn. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
submit an amendment to the commit· 
tee amendment on page 233, in line 11, 
which I send to the desk and ask to have 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the committee amend
ment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com
mittee amendment on page 233, in line 
11, it is proposed to strike out "a tax of 
18 cents per pound" and insert in lieu 
thereof "a tax of 10 cents per pound." 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
the purpose of this amendment is to put 
smoking tobacco which is made out of 
burley tobacco back into the same cate
gory in which it has been ever since 1919, 
when it was included by the Treasury 
Department in the same category with 
snuff, plug tobacco, twist, loose cut, and 
scrap-chewing, at 18 cents a pound. 

In the current bill all others in this 
category have been reduced to 10 cents a 

pound. This amendment is merely for 
· the • purpose of keeping the ancient 

classification and putting pipe tobacco in 
the same category with the other types, 
at 10 cents a pound. 

In the past · 10 years. the con5umption. 
of. pipe tobacco has decreased 47 percent. 
If that rate of decline continues for an· 
other 5 yearS', the manufacturers of pipe 
tobacco will be out of business. 

However, the concern of the Senators 
from Virginia and of our distinguished 
colleagues from Kentucky is primarily 
for the farmers who raise the Burley 
tobacco. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. Pre.!!ident, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 
Mr. MAYBANK. Would the amend· 

ment in any way have an effect upon 
bright-leaf tobacco? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The amendment 
would have no effect at all on that type 
of tobacco. 

Mr: MAYBANK. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, it 

might be said, "Just let the farmers who 
now are raising burley tobacco raise the 
type of tobacco which is flue-cured.'' 
However, Mr. President, that type of to
bacco can be raised only in light, sandy, 
porous soil. Or it might be said, "Let 
those farmers raise dark-fl.red tobacco." 
However, that type of tobacco can be 
raised only on the heavy, red-clay soil. 

Mr. President, Burley tobacco is 
raised chiefly in the bluegrass regions, 
the limestone regions. 

I have been happy to hear from the 
chairman of the committee that he is 
willing to take the amendment to con
ference. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
ROBERTSON] to the committee amend
ment on page 233, in line 11. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I am 
glad to hear that the distinguished 
chairman of the committee is willing to 

take the amendment to conference. I 
· join heartily· in that decision. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am 
willing to take the amendment to con
ference. It opens up the matter in con
ference; and since we have reduced the 

. duties upon chewing· ·tobacco, twist, 
plug, and on snuff, I believe, perhaps this 
type of tobacco should be kept in the 
same category; and I am entirely· will
ing to take the amendment to conference. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me ask what loss 
of revenue the ·amendment would in
volve. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. The immediate 
loss is $11,500,000; but if the business of 
the manufacturers of pipe tobacco-con
tinues to decline as it has been declining, 
that industry will be wiped out and will 
be out of business, and then the farmers 
who raise that type of tobacco will be 
gone at the same time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
ROBERTSON]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 

should like to call up my amendment 
9-22-51-3, and I send it to the desk. 
I ask that the reading of the amend
ment be dispensed with, but !"call atten
tion to the fact that minor changes have 
been made on pages 3, 5, 12, and 21, 
which do not however alter the purpose 
or content of the amendment, but which 
are merely designed to a void certain 
technical difficulties. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
in the RECORD at thiS point without with
out reading. 

The amendment offered by Mr. DouG
LAS (for himself, Mr. MORSE, Mr. LEH
MAN, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. BENTON, Mr. 
HUMPHREY, Mr. LANGER, Mr. NEELY, Mr. 
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GREEN, Mr. KILGORE, and Mr. MAGNUSON) 
is as follows: 

On page 349, immediately after line 9, 
insert the fol1ow41g ~ew title: 
"WITHHOLDING ON DIVIDENDS AND CORPORATE 

BOND INTEREST 

"TITLE VII-COLLECTION OF INCOME TAX AT 
SOURCE ON DIVIDENDS AND CORPORATE BOND 
INTEREST 

"SEC. 701. Collection of income tax at source 
on dividends and interest. 

"Subtitle B of the Internal Revenue Code 
is hereby amended by inserting before chap
ter 7 the following new chapter: 
"'CHAPTER 6-COLLECTION OF INCOME TAX AT 

SOURCE ON DIVIDENDS AND INTEREST 

" 'SEC. 1200. Definitions. 
"'As us~d in this chapter-
" '(a) Dividend: The term "dividend'· 

means-
." ' ( 1) ariy distribution by a corporation 

which is a dividend as defined in section 115 
(a); and 

'.' '(2) a payment made by a stockbroker 
to any person as a substitute for a dividend 
(as defined in sec. 115 (a)) upon which a 
tax is required to be deducted and with
held under this chapter. 

"'(b) Interest: The form "interest" means 
interest on all bonds, debentures, notes, cer
tificates, or other evidences of indebtedness, 
issued by any corporation, with interest 
coupons -or· in registered forin; · · 

" ' ( c) Taxable year: The term "taxable 
year" shall have the same meaning as when 
used in chapter 1. 

"'(d) Person: The term "person" in
cludes any government or political sub
division, or agency or instrumentality there• 
of. 

"'(e) Nonresident alien: The term "non
resident alien individual" includes an alien 
resident in Puerto Rico. 
" 'SEc. 1201. Income tax collected at source. 

" ' (a) Requirement of withholding: Every 
person making payment after December 31, · 
1951, of a dividend or interest shall deduct 
and withhold upon such dividend or inter
est a tax equal to 20 ·percent of the amount 
thereof. If the withholding agent is un
able to determine the person to whom the 
dividend or interest is payable, such tax . 
shall be deducted and withheld at the time 
payment thereof would be made if such 
person were known. For certain exemptions . 
from withholding, see section 1202. 

" '(b) Withholding where amount of divi· 
dend is unknown: If the withholding agent 
is unable to determine the portion of a dis· 
tribution which is a dividend, the tax re- . 
quired to be deducted ·and withheld under : 
this chapter shall be computed on the en
tire amount of the distribution. 

"'(c) Indemnification of withholding 
agent: A withholding agent shall not be 
liable, except as provided in section 1203, 
to any person for the amount of any tax 
required to be deducted and withheld under 
this subchapter. 

"'(d) Credit for tax withheld: For credit, · 
against the income tax of the recipient of 
the income, of amounts required to be de- ' 
ducted and withheld under this subchapter, 
see section 35. 

"'SEc. 1202. Exemptions from withholding. · 
" 'The provisions of this chapter shall not 

apply to-
"'(a) A dividend paid in the stock or 

rights to acquire the stock of the distribut
ing corporation, whether or not the recipient 
of such stock or rights had an option to be 
paid in money, or .other property, in lieu of 
such stock or rights. . 

" ' ( b) Distributions (other than capital 
gain dividends described in section 362 (b) 

1 

(7)), to shareholders which are treated under 
chapter 1 as amounts received upon the sale 
or exchange of property, or distributions 
with respect to which gain or loss is not 
recognized under chapter 1 to the share
holders. 

"'(c) Any amount which is includible 
in gross income as a taxable dividend under 
the provisions of section 112 (c) (2) (relat
in_g to certain distributions made in pursu
ance of a plan of reorganization), section 
115 (g) (relating to redemptions of stock), 
or section 371 (e) (2) (relating to certain _ 
distributions pursuant to the order of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission). 

"'(d) A dividend paid by a Federal Re
serve bank, Federal land bank, Federal home 
loan bank, Central Bank for Cooperatives, 
or bank for cooperatives. 

"'(e) Any interest which, irrespective of 
the person to whom payable, is wholly ex
empt from the tax imposed by chapter 1. 

"'(f) Dividends or interest paid by a cor
pora ti on to another corpora ti on if both cor
porations are members of the same affiliated 
group which filed a consolidated return un
der chapter 1 for the preceding taxable year 
of the payor corporation. 

"~(g) Dividends or interest paid by a cor- . 
poration to one or more (1) governments, 
(2) political subdivisions thereof, (3) in- · 
ternational organizations, or ( 4) wholly 
owned instrumental.ities or agencies of the 
foregoing, if the entire class of stock in re
spect of which such dividend is paid, or the 
entire class of obligations in respect of which 
such interest is paid, is owned by one or 
more of suGh governments, subdivisions, or
ganizations, instrumentalities, or agencies. 

"'(h) Interest on equipment trust cer
tificates. 

"'(i) Dividends or interest paid by a for
eign corporation, a nonresident alien indi
vidual, any partnership not engaged in trade 
or business within the United States and 
composed in whole or in part of nonresident 
aliens, or by an international organization. 

"'(j) (1) Any payment of a dividend or 
interest (except coupon bond interest) to 
(A) a foreign corporation not engaged in 
trade · or business within the United States, 
(B) a nonresident alien individual, (C) any 
partnership not engaged in trade or busin·ess 
within the United States and composed in 
whole or in part of nonresident aliens, or 
(D) any foreign government or international 
organization. 

"'(2) Any payment of coupon bond inter
est to a person described in paragraph ( 1) 
of this subsection, but only if a certificate 
filed (in such form and manner, and at such 
time, as the Secretary may by regulations 
prescribe) with the withholding agent dis
closes that the recipient of such payment 
is a person described in paragraph ( 1) • 

"' (k) Any payment upon which the with
holding agent is required to deduct and 
withhold a tax under section 143 (a) (relat
ing to tax-free covenant bonds, etc.) deter
mined without regard to the provisions of 
paragraph (2) of such section. 

"'(1) Interest on an obligation of a cor
poration, issued on or after January 1, 1934, 
and before January 1, 1951, containing a 

. contract or provision by which the obligor 
' agrees to pay the interest without deduction 
'for any tax which the obligor may be re-. 
quired to pay thereon or to retain therefrom 
under any law of the United States. . 

"'(m) Dividends paid pursuant to the 
terms of a lease of property entered. into 
prior to January 1, 1951, if under such lease·. 
the shareholders of the lessor corporatioll\ , 
are entitled to such dividends without de-·, 
duction for any tax which any law of the ' 
United States might require to be deducted ' 
and withheld upon the payment of divi- . 
dends. - · · ·' 

"'(n) Amounts (whether or not desig
nated as dividends) paid by a mutual sav
ings bank, savings and loan association, 
building and loan association, cooperative 
bank, homestead association, credit union, 
or any similar organization, in respect of 
withdrawable or repurchasable shares, in
vestment certificates, or deposits. 

" 'SEC. 1203. Returns and payment. 
" ' (a) In general: Every person required 

under this subchapter to deduct and with
hold any tax shall make a return of such 
tax and shall pay such tax, at such time0 

for such period, and in such manner as the 
Secretary may by regulations prescribe, by 
making a return of the total amount of 
dividends and interest with respect to which 

. tax is required to be deducted and withheld 
· by such person under this subchapter for 
such period and paying a tax, for which such 
person shall be liable, in an amount equal 
to 20 percent of such total. 

... (b) Adjustment of tax: If more or less 
than the correct amount of tax due for any 
period under subsection (a) is paid with 
respect to such period, proper adjustments 
with respect to the tax shall be made, with
out, interest, in such inanner and at such 
times as may be prescribed by regulations 
made under this subchapter. 

" 'SEC. 1204. Return and payment by govern
. mental payor. 

" 'If the person referred to in section 1203 
(a) is the United States, or a State, Terri

·tory, or political subdivision thereof, or the 
' District of Columbia, or any agency or in-
1 strumentality of any one or more of the 
· foregoing, the return and payment required 
by such sections shall be made by any officer 
or employee of the United States, or of such 
State, Territory, or political subdivision, or 
of the District of Columbia, or of such agency 
or instrumentality, ,as the case may be, hav
ing control of the payment of the dividend 
or interest, or appropriately designated for 
t~at . purpose. 

" 'SEC. 1205. Nondeductibility of tax in com
puting net income. 

"'Any tax deducted and withheld under 
· this chapter shall not be allowed· as a deduc
' tion in computing net income for the pur
'. pose of any tax on income imposed by act of 
Congress. 

. " '.SEC. 1206. Tax-exempt orgariizations-
Refund. I 

- 'In the case of a person which is exempt 
f from the tax imposed by chapter 1, if the 
' amount required to be deducted and with
, held as tax under this chapter with respect 
: to dividends and interest received by it dur
ing any calendar quarter exceeds the credit 
.claimed by and allowed to such person un
der section 1637 for such quarter, the excess 
shall be immediately refunded or credited to 
such person as an overpayment of the tax 
imposed by this chapter, but only if claim 

:therefor is filed (or, if no claim is filed, if 
credit or refund is made) after the close of 

. such calendar quarter and on or before March 
\ 15 of the fourth calendar year beginning 
after the close of such calendar quarter. No 
·interest shall be allowed or paid with respect 
to any such refund or credit for any period 
prior to the date on which claim for such 
refund or credit is filed or prior to March 16 
of the calendar year succeeding the close of 
the calendar quarter in respect of which such 
'refund or credit is claimed~ whichever date 
:is the later. 
I 
· ~'SEC. 1207. Credit for regulated investment 

- companies and personal hold
ing companies. 

"'In the case of any withholding agent 
r-)hich is a regulated investment company as 
1._<iefined in section 361 or a personal holding 
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company as defined in section 501, the 
amount required to be· deducted and ' with
held as . tax under this chapter with respect 
to dividends and interest received by it dur
ing a taxable year shall be . allowed, under . 
regulations prescribed by tlie . Secretary, as 
a credit against (but not in. excess of) the 
tax for which such withholding agent is lia
ble under section 1203 (a) in respect of divi
dends and interest paid ·by it during such 
year. For the purposes of this section a 
dividend shall be -considered as h;'.1.Ving been -
paid within a taxable year ( 1) ill the . case 
of,a regulated .·investment company, if treated 
as · paid during·'such taxable year under sec
tion' 362 (b) (8), or (2) in 'the case of a 
personal holding com-pany, if claimed under 
section 504 ( c). in computing undistributed 
subchapter A net income; in the return for 
such year. 

" 'SEC. 1208. Failure to file returns. 
. .. 'In case of a failure ·io make ·a~d file any 

return required m:ici.er this ·chapter within · 
the time prescribed by law or prescribed by 
the Secretary in pursuance of law, unless it is 
shown that such failure is due to reasonable 
cause and not to willful neglect, the addition 
to the tax or taixes required to be shown ~n 
s~ch return shall not be. less. than $5. . 

" 'SEC. 1209. Other 1aws applicable. 
."'All provisions of law, ·including.penalties, ' 

applicable with r.espect to -aI).y .tax imposed 
by section 2700, ap.d the provisions of section 
3661, shall, insofar .as applicable and not in- · 
consistent with the provisions of this .chap
ter, be applicable - with respect to the 'tax 
under this chapter.' . 

-·.,:~ 

"SEC. 702. Credit for tax withheld. 
"Section 35 (relating to credit against in· 

c9me tax) is hereby amended as follows: 
. " ( 1) by striking from the heading thereof 

the words 'On wages.' 
"(2) by inserting at the beginning of the 

first paragraph thereof the following head
ing: '(a) Credit for tax withheld on wages'; 
and 

."(3) by Jnserting at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"'(b) Credit for tax withheld on dividends 
and interest: Under regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary-· 

"'(l) In general: The amount required to 
be deducted and withheld as tax under chap-· 
ter 6 upon any payment of a dividend or in
terest shall be allowed as .a credit, to the 
recipient of the income, against the tax im
posed by this chapter for the taxable year 

· in which the dividend or interest is received. 
"'(2) Partnerships, trusts, and estates: If , 

the recipient of the dividend or interest is a 
partnership or a common trust fund, then 
the credit shall not be allowed to such re
cipient, but the members of the partnership, 
or the participants in the common trust fund 
as the case may be, shall be allowed their 
proportionate share of such credit. If the 
recipient is an estate or trust , and if any 
legatee, heir, or beneficiary subject to the tax 
imposed by this chapter is required to in
clude a portion of such dividend or interest 
in computing his net income, such legatee, · 
heir, or beneficiary shall be allowed such por
tion of the credit as is properly allocable to 
him on the basis of the income allocable to 
him under section 162 for the taxable year 
of the estate or trust, and such portion of 
the credit shall not be allowed to the estate 
or trust. 

"'(3) Regulated investment companies 
and personal holding companies: In the case 
of a regulated investment company or a per- . 
sonal holding company, the credit provided 
in paragraph ( 1) shall be reduced by the , 
amount of credit allowed such ·company un- ' 
der section 1207. ' 

"'(4) Tax-exempt organizations: The 
credit provided by this subsection shall not. 

be allow~d to any recipient which is- exempt 
from income tax. For c·redit against the lia
bility of su~h a recipient in respect of the 
employment taxes imposed by subchapter A 
and ·suochapter D of , chapter 9, see section 
1637. For refund under chapter 6 in the case 
of such 8: recipient, see section 1206.' 

"SEC. 703. Credits in case of organizations 
exempt from tax. · 

· "Subchapter E of chapter 9 (relating to 
employment taxes) is hereby ame;id~d by 
ad.ding after section 1636 the following new 
section: · · 

"'SEC. 1637. Special credit in case of organ
. · izations exempt from income 

taL ' 
, " 'In the case of any person (including any . 

Government or political subdivision, agency, 
or instrumentality· thereof) which is exempt 
from the tax imposed by chapter 1, the 
amount required to be deducted and with- · 
held as tax tinder chapter 6 with" respect · t'o 
dividends and interest ·received by it .during 
any calendar quarter shall be allowed, under 
regulations .prescribed. by the Secretary, as a 
er.edit against (but not in .excess of) the 
amount shown on the return of such person 
as its liabili:ty (after the adjustments; if any, 
provided for in secs. 1401 (c) and 1411) 
for such quarter in respect of· the taxes "im· 
posed by subchapter A ·and subchapter o ·of 
this chapter. -Such credit shall be allowed 
only if claim therefor> is made; in accordance . 
with such regulations, at the time of the 
fiU.ng of the return under subchapter A and 
Sllbchapter D for such quarter. For refund 
under chapter 6, see section 1206.' · · 

"SEC. 704. Technical amendments. 
"(a) Tax computed by collector: Sect ion 

51 (f) (relating to tax computed by collector) 
is hereby amended to read as follows: 

· .. '(f) Tax computed by c.ollector. 
"'(1) Return requirements: An individu

al entitled to elect to pay the tax imposed 
by supplement T . whose gross income is less 
than $5,000 and is entirely from one or more 
of the following sources: wages as defined 
in section 1621 (a), or dividends (other than 
a capital gain dividend as defined in section 
362 (b) (7)) or interest on which tax is re
quired to be deducted and withhe.ld under. 
chapter 6, shall at his election be relieved, 
by using, the form prescribed as the form for 
the return for the purposes of this subsec
tion, from showing on the return the tax 
imposed by this chapter. In such case the 
tax shall be computed by the collector. 

"'(2) Result of compu~ation: After the 
collector has computed the tax, he shall mail 
to the taxpayer a notice stating the amount 
determined by the collector as payable and 
making demanq. therefor. 

" • (3) Regulations: The Secretary shall 
prescribe regulations for carrying out this 
subsection, and such regulations may pro
vide for the application of the. rules of this 
subsection to cases where .the gross income 
includes items other than those enumerated 
in paragraph ( 1) if the gross income from 
such other sources is not more than $200, 
and to cases where the gross income is $5,000 
or more but not more than $5,200. Such 
regulations shall provide for the application 
of this subsection in the case of husband and 
wue, including provisions determining when 
a joint return under this subsection may be 
permitted or required and what constitutes 
a joint return, whether the liability shall be 
joint and several, and whether one spouse 

: may make return under this subsection and 
the other without regard to this subsection. 

"'(4) Method of election: The election to 
have the benefits of this supsection shall be 
made by making return on the form pre
scribed as the form for the return for the 

~· i>urposes_ o:f this subsection. An election so 

made ::;hall constitute an election to pay the 
ta~ imposed by supplement T.' 

"(b) Requirement of declaration of esti
mated tax-: S.ection 58 (a) (relating to decla
ration of estimated .tax') is ,hereby amended 
to read a:s follows: 

"'(a) Requirement of declaration: Every 
individual (other than an estate or .trust and 
other than a nonresident alien with respect 
to whose wages, as defined in section 1621 
(a), withholding under subchapter D of 
chapter 9 ' is ·not made ' applicable., J:>ut .in- · 
eluding. every alien ·individual w1lo is a resi
dent of Puerto Rico during the entire tax:
able year) shall, at the time prescvibed in 
subsection (c0, make a declaration of his 
e11timated tax .for the taxable year if-

" ' ( 1) his gross income from wages (as 
defined· in sec: 1621) and from dividends 
and interest, as defined m· chapter 6, "Upon · 
which ·a tax is required . to· be deducted and 
withheld under such chapter, can reason
ably be expected to exceed the sum of $4,500 . 
plus $600 with -respect to each exemption 
provided in section 25 (b) ; or , 

" '( 2) his gross income :from sources other 
than wages . (as defin,ed in sec. 1621) and 
other than dividends and interest, as defined 
in chapter 6, upon which a tax is required to 
be deducted and withheld under such chap
ter, can reasonably be ·expected to exceed $100 
for ·the -taxable -year and his gro~s income to 
be $600 or more.' 

. "(c) Credit under se'ct~on 143·; Section 
1~3 (relating to V{ithholding of .tax at 11ource) 
is hereby amended py adding , at the end 
thereof the following new subsection: , 

"'(i) Credit for tax withheld at so:urce: 
Where any person is required to deduct and 
withhold a tax under subsection Cb) on an 
amount on which a tax was required to be 
deducted and withheld under .chapter 6, 
such person shall deduct and withhold only 
the excess of-

" '(1) the amount which would be. re
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
subsection (b) but for the application of 
chapter 6, over 

"'(2) the amount required ·to be deducted 
and withheld under chapter 6.' 

"(d) Credit under section 144: Section 144 
(relating to payment of cor.poration .income 
tax at source) is· hereby amended by striking 
out the period at the end thereof and adding 
in lieu thereof the following: ': Provided 
further . That, where any person is required 
under this section to deduct and withhold 
a tax on an amount on .which a tax was re
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
chapter 6, such person shall deduct and with
hold only the excess of-

. " '(1) the amount which would be re
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
this section but for the application of chap
ter 6, over 

"'(2) the amount required to be deducted 
and withheld under chapter 6.' 

"(e) Information at source: Subsections 
(a) and (b) of section 147 (relating to infor
mation at source) are hereby amended to 
read as follows: . 

"'(a) Payments of rent, salaries, interest, 
and so forth: All persons, 'in whatever capac
ity acting, including lessees or mortgagors of 

. real or personal property, fiduciaries, and 
employers, making payment to another per
son, of-

" ~ (1) rent, salaries, wages, premiums, an
nuities, compensations, remunerations, emol
uments, or other fixed or determinable gains, 
profits, and income (other than payments 
d·escribed'in section 148 (a) or 149), of $600 or 
more in any taxable year, or 

"'(2) interest, vpon which tax is required 
to be deducted and withheld under chapter 
6, of $300 or more in any taxable year, or 

_" '(3) interest, upon which tax is not re
quired to be deducted · and withh eld under 
chapter 6, of $100 or more· in any taxable year, 
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or, in the case of such payments made by 
the United States, the officers or employees 
of the United S1!ates having information as 
to such payments and required to make re
turns in regard thereto by the .regulations 
hereinafter provided for, shall render a true 
and accurate return ·to the Secretary, under 
such regulations and in such form and man
ner and te such extent as may be prescribed 
by him, setting forth the amount of such 
gains, profits, and income, and the name and 
address of the recipient of such payment. 

" '{b) Returns regardless of amount of 
payment: Such returns may be required, re
gardless of amounts, ( 1) in the case of pay
ments of interest, and (2) in the case of 
collection of items (not payable in the 
United States) of interest upon the bonds 
of foreign countries and interest upon the 
bonds -of and dividends from foreign cor
porations by persons undertaking as a mat
ter of business or for profit the collection 
of foreign payments of such interest or divi
dends by means of coupons, checks, or bills 
of exchange. This subsection shall not ap
ply to payments of interest (other than cou
pon bond interest) upon which tax is re
quired to be deducted and withheld under 
chapter 6.' 

"{f) Information by corporations: Section 
148 (a) (relating to information by corpora
tions --in the case of dividend -payments)° ls 
hereby amended by inserting a comma in lieu 
of the period at the end thereof and adding 
the following: 'except that if the amount 
of dividends .paid to any shareholder during 
a calendar year is less than $300 and tax is 
required to be deducted and withheld under 
chapter 6 upon the entire amount of such 
dividends, no such return shall be required 
with respect to such shareholder for such 
calendar year.' 

"(g) Clerical amendment: Section 169 (b) 
(relating to taxation of common trust 
funds) is hereby amended by striking out 
'or chapter 6' and by striking out 'chapters' 
and inserting in lieu thereof 'chapter.' 

"(h) Amount of credit considered as pay
ment: Section 322 (a) (2) (relating to re
funds and credits) is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 
. "'(2) Treatment of credits: The amount of 
the credit provided in section 35 against the 
tax for any taxable year shall, to the extent 
thereof, be considered as payment ef the tax 
for such year, whether or not the withholding 
agent has paid to the collector the amount 
of the tax deducted and withheld at the 
source under subchapter D of chapter 9 or 
the amount of tax required to be deducted 
and withheld at source under chapter 6.' 

"(i) Special period of limitations for small 
refunds on tax withheld at source: Section 
322 {b) (relating to statute of limitations on 
filing claim for credit or refund) is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new paragraph: 

"' ( '7 ) Special period of limitations with re
spect to certain overpayments resulting from 
tax withheld on dividends or interest: In the 
case of an illdividual filing a claim for credit 
or refund of an overpayment for a t axable 
year for which he was not required under sec
tion 51 (a) to make a return, if the overpay
men t is attributable to the credit allowed 
under section 35 for tax required to be de
ducted and withheld under chapter 6 (relat
ing to tax withheld at source on dividends 
and interest), in lieu of the period of limita
tion prescribed in paragraph (1), the period 
shall be 7 years from the d ate prescribed by 
law for filing a return for the taxable year 
with respect to which the claim is made. In 
such a case, the amount of credit or refund 
may exceed the portion of the tax paid within 
the period prescribed in paragraph (2), to 
the extent of the amount of the overpayment 
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attributable to such credit allowed under sec
tion 35, or to the extent of ~2. whichever is 
the lesser.' 

"(j) Presumptions as to date of payment: 
Section 322 (e) _(relating to presumption as 
to date of payment) is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 

"'(e) Presumptions as to date of payment: 
For the purpose of this section-

" '(1) any amount allowable as a credit 
under section 32 (relating to credit for tax 
withheld at source on tax-free covenant 
bonds and on payments to nonresident alien 
and foreign corporations) or under section 
35 (relating to credit for tax withheld at 
source of wages, dividends, and interest) 
shall, in respect of the person entitled to 
such credit', be deemed to have been paid 
by l).im on the last day prescribed by law 
(determined without regard to any exten
sion of time i;ra.nted the taxpayer) for the 
fl.ling of the return for his taxable year with 

, respect to which such amount is allowable 
as a credit;-- and · 

"'(2) .any amount paid as estimated tax 
for any taxable year shall be deemed to have 
been paid on the last day prescribed by law 
(determined without regard to any extension 
of · time granted the taxpayer) for the filing 
of the return· for such taxable year.' 

"(k) Interest on overpayments: Section 
3771 {f) is hereby amended to read as fol
lows: 

" ~ {f) Tax withheld at source and esti
mated tax. 

" ' ( 1) Claims filed under special period of 
limitations provided in section 322 (b) (7): 
If credit or refund of the overpayment would 
be barred under section 322 (b) except for 
paragraph (7) thereof, no interest shall be 
allowed or paid with respect to the overpay
ment for any period ending prior to the ex
piration of 6 months after the date on which 
the claim was filed. 

"'(2) Cross reference: For date of pay
ment in respect of ·estimated tax and tax 
withheld at source, see section 322 (e) .' 

"(l) Definition of withholding agent: 
Section 3797 (a) (16) is hereby amended by 
striking out '143 or 144', and by inserting in 
lieu thereof '143, 144, or 1201.' 

"(m) Effective date: The amendments 
i:nade by subsections (a) and (b) shall be 
applicable to taxable years beginning after 
December 31, 1951.'' 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, would 
the Senator be good enough to identify 
the amendment? I mean by substance. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. It is the 
amendment to provide for the collection 
of the income tax on dividends and cor
porate-bond interest at the ~ource. It 
is the so-called withholding amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. Withholding at the 
source? 

Mr: DOUGLAS. Yes. 
Mr. GEORGE. I thank . the Senator. 
Mr. McFARLAND. l_\1:r. President, 

will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall be glad to 

yield for a question. 
Mr. McFARLAND. May I inquire of 

the Senator about how long he thinks it 
will take to dispose of this amendment? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should be perfectly 
~ w1lling to agree to a reasonable limita

tion of debate on the amendment . . 
Mr. McFARLAND. Would 1 hour be 

agreeable? 
Mr. DOUGLAS. One hour to each 

side? 
{ Mr. McFARLAND. Thirty minutes to 
·each side. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I would suggest 45 
minutes to each side. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I . 
ask unanimous consent that the debate 
on the pending amendment be limited to 
1 hour and a half, 45 minutes to a side, 
the time to be controlled by th~ Senator 
from Illinois rMr. DOUGLAS] and by the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia 
CMr. GEORGE], · that any amendment 
which may be proposed to the amend
ment must be germane, and that de
bate .on the amendments to the amend
ment be limited to 30 minutes, 15 min
utes to each side, the time to be con
trolled by the proponent of such amend
ment and the Senator from Georgia. 
. Mr. DOUGLAS. That is perfectly 
acceptable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Illinois. 
. Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, this is 
a proposal to apply collection at the 
source for corporate dividends and cor
porate interest, similar to the provision 
now in the law for the collection of the 
income tax on wages and salaries at the 
source. When the.income tax was first 
adopted, in the administration of Wood
row Wilson, we copied the British system 
of withholding at the source a portion 
of the income from rent, salaries, and 
wages, pensions and annuities,· interest, 
and other fixed amounts of income, all in 
excess of $3,000. In the 1920's, this was 
omitted, and all income taxes, whether 
on wages and salaries or on corporate 
dividends and interest, were paid by the 
recipient, with no collection at the source 
and no withholding. .1 

It was, I believe, in 1943 that the Con
gress passed an act which provided for 
the withholding of the basic income tax 
on wages and salaries at the source, but 
it did not provide for withholding the 
taxes on interest and dividends. 

The amendment now presented is a 
proposal to apply a 20-percer~t withhold
ing tax or collection at the source on cor
porate dividends and corporate· bond 
interest. .'J 

It is virtually identical with the meas
ure adopted by the House but rejected 
by the Senate committee, except that we 
have omitted royalties, which were in
cluded in the House measure, and cer
tain interest payments by insurance com-

< panies and the interest on refunds from 
overpayment of the internal revenue tax. 
It is my understanding that the House 
intended that all interest other than 
corporate bond interest be excluded from 
its bill, but left in the two items I have 
just mentioned more or less by inad
vEfrtence. 

My amendment does not apply to in
terest on Government bond::;, to interest 
on shares of cooperatives, building and 
loan associations, mutual savings banks, 
and in and of itself, it does not apply to 
patronage dividends, although section 
314 of the bill as reported by the Finance 
Committee provides that if a system of 
withholding on corporate dividends is 
8,dopted, it shall also apply to patronage . 
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dividends and refunds. In other words, 
my amendment is rigidly restricted to 
dividends from corporations and inter
est on corporate, not governmental 
bonds. · 

It is aimed to bring into the Treasury, 
by merely providing for a better system 
of caller.ting taxes payable on corporate 
dividends and interest, from $250,000,000 
additional a year to $323,000,000 addi
tional a year. 

I shon!d emphasize that the more lib
eral estimate of $323,000,000 was not 
furnished by the Treasury, but by the 
r;taff of the Joint Committee on Internal 
Revenue Taxation. The Treasury sub
mitted the conservative estimate of 
$250,000,000. This is to be done, not by 
raising the rates, but by providing for a 
more adequate system of collection. 

The facts are approximately these, as 
they were stated in the testimony of 
Secretary Snyder before the Senate Fi
nance Committee on pages 18 and 19 of 
the hearings on the revenue revisions of 
1950. The Treasury found that in 1947 
the total dividends which were paid by 
corporations to individuals amounted to 
slightly under $6,500,000,000, yet the 
dividends reported by the individuals 
amounted to only $4,295,000,000, leaving 
a raw difference between these figures 
of about $2,200,000,000. 

The Treasury has made accurate esti
mates on the dividends which were 
passed on to individuals by trusts and 
listed on their returns as fiduciary in
come, dividends which were held and 
taxable in the hands of trusts, divi
dends received by tax-free institutions, 
and dividends received-- by persons not 
required to file and those receiving divi
dends through partnerships. These 
make a figure of $1,268,000,000 for 1947. 
Deducting this from the $2,200,00o,ooo of 
difference between the amounts reported 
by individuals and the dividends paid 
by corporations to individuals, we get 
a total of $900,000,000 of dividends paid 
but not reported by recipients for 1947. 
The Treasury, working on the experi
ence of these figures, estimates that for 
1950 the total dividends not accounted 
for amounted to $1,040,000,000, -and the 
House Ways and Means Committee re
port on this bill estimated the amount 
for 1951 at $1,100,000,000. I -ask unani
mous consent to have inserted at this 
point in my remarks a table substan
tiating these figures, including an ex
planatory statement submitted by the 
Treasury Department. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: · 

Statistics compiled from corporation and 
individual income-tax returns indicate that 
there has been a serious understatement on 
individual income-tax returns of dividend 
income in recent years. The discrepancy has 
been very large since 1941. It is not pos
sible to state precisely the amount of this 
understatement. For instance, certain d-ivi
dend recipients (for example, charitable and 
educational organizations) do not file tax 
returns; some dividend income is received 

by nontaxable indtviduals whose total in
come falls below the income-tax filling re
quirement; and some undetermined part of 
the fiduciary income reported by individua!s 
is actually dividend income. However, it is 
possible to make a reasonable approximation 
of the amount of dividend income of these 
recipients to arrive at an estimate of the 
amount of dividend income representing an 
understate~ent of dividend income received 
by ·taxable individuals. 

The following table shows the net cor
porate dividends paid ' in cas·h and in prop
erty of the company's own stock, the amount 
of dividends reported on individual income
tax returns as dividends, and approxima
tions of (a) the dividend-income reported by 
individuals as fiduciary income, (b) the divi
dends received by tax-exempt institutions, 
and (c) the dividends received by individuals 
not required to file, for the calendar years 
1946 and 1947. 

Dividends not accounted for on individual income-tax returns estimated for calendar year 
1950 and actual for calendar years 1946 and 1947 

[Amounts in millions of doJlars] 

1950 1947 194{) 

Amount P ercen t Amount Percent Amount Percent 
------------

N et dividends paid by corporations ________________ _ 
R eported on individual returns: 

8,300 100. 0 16,483 100. 0 15, 724 100.0 

As dividends _____ __ _ -.-- ----------------------- - 5, 650 68.1 l 4, 295 66.3 13, 684 63. 7 As fid uciary income _______ ____________________ __ _ 830 10. 0 628 9. 7 485 8.4 
R etained by taxable fiduciaries __ ------------------- 320 3. 9 301 4. 6 294 5.1 

------------------
R eceived by tax-exempt institutions _______________ _ 
Received by indh·iduals not required to !lie, filing 

Form W-2, recei\•ing dividends through partner-
sh ips, etc __ ---------------------------------------

6, 800 81. 9 
~90 3. 5 

170 2. 0 

5, 224 80. 6 4, 463 77. 2 
227 3. 5 202 3.5 

130 2.0 li6 2.0 
--------------.--- ---Tota l dividends accounted for _______________ _ 7, 260 87. 5 5, 581 86. 1 4, 781 82. 7 
--------- --- --- - - -

T otal dividends not accounted for ___________ _ 

. lActual. 

· The estimated amount of ~ivi:dend income 
reported as fiduciary income is· based on sta
tistics pertaining the fiduciaries included in 
individual income-tax returns. No tabula
tion of the various components of income re
ported by nontaxable fiduciaries is available. 
In the ,table above it is assumed that the 
dividend component of nontaxable fiduci
aries is relatively the same as that reported 
by taxable fiduciaries for which data are 
available. 

The amounts of dividend;; estimated to be
received by tax-exempt institutions, by in
dividuals not required to file, and by in
<iividuals receiving dividends through part
nerships are based on admittedly sketchy 
data but it is beiieved that they represent 
reasonable approximations of the magnitudes 
involved. 

The estimates for 1946 and 1947 (and for 
the years 1941 through 1945) have been car
ried through for the level of dividend pay
ments by corporations estimated for the 
calendar year 1950 on a trend and propor
tionality basis. As shown in the table 
above, it is estimated that the total diyidend 
payments not accounted for will amount to 
$1,040,000,000 in the calendar year 1950. 

(Source: Hearings on revenue revisions of 
1950 before Sen_at3 Finance Committee, pp. 
18-19, from testimony of Secretary Snyder, 
July 5, 1950.) · 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Illinois yield for a 
question? " 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. Does the Senator really 
think there is any substantiation of 
those figures? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 
Mr. TAFT. Is the:re any evidence that 

, these dividends do not go to people who 
;.~ught not to have to pay taxes, or to 

1, 040 12. 5 902 13. 9 1, 003 17. 3 

t 

funds or to people with incomes less than 
the exemption? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. -I may say that the 
amounts of the dividends by those who 
are taxed, whose · incomes are less than 
the taxable minimum, are very, very 
small indeed. A survey made by the 
Federal Reserve Board shows that of 
those with inco~es .u~der $1,000 a year, 
92 percent received no interest or divi
dends at all, so that only 8 percent re
ceived any dividends and interest at all; 
and the situation is not much different in 
the case. of those with incomes under 
$2,000 a year or $3,000 a year. Up to 
$3,000 a year, the incomes of the recipi
ents are almost exclusively composed of 
wages and salaries, and, to very, very 
small extent, of interest and dividends. 
nl.ave here some tables, the first ·of which 
is from the Federal Reserve Bulletin for 
August 1951, whfoh shows that 92 per
cent of those with incomes under $1,000 
had no interest or dividends; it shows, 
furthermore, that 92 percent from the 
income group from $1,000 to $2,000; 92 
percent of those with incomes from 
$2,000 to $3,000; and 93 percent oi those 
with incomes from $3,000 to $4,000 re
ceived no dividends or interest at all. 
Those figures 1.pply to spending units 
which are roughly equivalent to fami
lies. Figures based on individual in
come tax returns show that only 2.8 per
cent of persons earning less than $1,000 
receive any dividends. 

I ask unanimous consent that the table 
from the Federal· Reserve Bulletin to 
which I have been referring be printed 
in the RECORD. . 

1 
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There being no objection, the table was ordered to be _printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

· income from specified sources received by spending units within income and occupational groups. 1950 i 

[Percentage distribution of spending units] 

1950 money income before taxes Occupation of head of spending unit 

All Prof es-
Income from specified source spend- sional Cler- Skilled Un-

ing Under $1,000- $2,000- $3,000- $4,000- $5,000- $7,500 and Self- Man- ical and skilled 
units $1,000 $1,999 $2,999 $3,999 $4,999 $7,499 and semi- em- age- and semi- and 

over prof es- ployed rial sales skilled serv-
sional ice 

., 
Farm Re· oper- tired a tor 

______________ , ___ ---------------------------------------------
Wages and salaries: 

None ...•• ---------------- •.• _____ 23 
$1-$100. - ------------------·--·-·- 2 
$101-$500. - ----------------------- 4 
~501-$1,000. _________ --- --- ........... -- -· 4 
$1,001:-$2,000______________________ 13 
$2,001-$3,000 ... --- ------- -- ------ -- - 17 
$3,001-$5,000 ............................ _.______ 26 
$5,001 and over.------------------ 10 
Undetermined amount............... 1 
Not ascertained.............................. (2) 

All cases ........................... . 

Pensions and allowances, etc.: 3 
None. ___________________________ _ 

$1-$99. - - --------------- -- --------
$100-$499. - ----------------------
~500-$999. - -----------------------
$1,000-$1,999. --- - ---- ............ - ....... - - -
$2,000-$2, 999. -- - .......... -- --- - .......... --- ... $3,000-$4,999 _____________________ _ 

$5,000 and over ...................................... . 
Undetermined amount ................ . 
Not ascertained ................................... . 

All cases ................................... ... 

Interest~ dividends, etc.: 4 _ 
N_one... ............................................................................... ... 
$1-$99. -- .................................... - _. _____ - ... 
$100-$499. - ----------------------- ;', 
$500-$999. - ........................................................ . 
$1,000-$1,999 ............. - - - -- - - - ... -- - ............ -
$2,000-$2, 999 ... - ......... ... .............................. - ............ ~ 
$3,000-$4,999 ............................................. ":. .• · ... . 
!35,000 and over---- -------------

' Undetermined amount. ......................... . 
Not ascertained .............................. . 

All cases .•. ---------------------

Rent other than from roomers and 
boarder.s: ~ 

100 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

75 
2 
9 
9 
4 
1 

100 

85 
5 
4 
1 
1 
1 

(2) 
(2) 

· (2) 
(2) 

100 

67 
6 

13 
14 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

100 

E5 
2 

16 
27 

?~~ 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

100 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

92 
3 
4 
1 

26 
3 
7 

12 
51 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

1 
(2) 

100 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

66 
1 

11 
11 
11 

100 

·92 
3 
2 
2 
1 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

100 100 

14 
1 
3 
1 

17 
64 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

100 

76 
2 

10 
6 
4 
2 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

100 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

92 
4 
2 
1 
1 

100 

9 11 15 
(2) (2) (2) 

1 (2) 1 
1 1 · (2) 
2 2 1 

22 4 3 
65 82 25 

(2) (2) 55 
(2) (2) (2) 
(2) (2) (2) 

100 

79 
3 

10 
6 
2 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

100 

93 
4 
2 
1 

(~) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) . 

100 

100 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

83 
2 
8 
4 
2 
.1 

100 

88 
6 
4 

. 2 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(') 
(2) 
(2) 

100 

100 

!!4 
2 
7 
4 
2 
1 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

100 

(2) 
(2) 

(2) 
(2) 

83 
7 
7 
1 
1 

100 

30 
1 
3 

(2) 
2 

(2) 
6 

58 
(2) 
(2) 

100 

£1 
1 
4 
1 
1 

(2) 
1 
1 

(2) 
(2) 

100 

(2) 
(2) 

56 
6 

17 
5 
4 
4 
3 
5 

100 

14 
(2) 

1 
4 
8 

14 
31 
26 

(2) 
2 

100 

82 
1 
9 
4 
1 
1 

(2) 
(2) 

1 
1 · 

100 

(2) 

76 
7 
8 . 
3 
2' 
1 
1 
1 

1 

100 

€8 
2 
7 

- 2 
8 
6 

· 3 
3 

(2) 
1 

100 

91 
(2) 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

. (2) 

6 
2 
1 

100 

84 
3 

.10 
1 
1 
1 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

100 

3 
(2) 1 

(2) 
(2) 

2 
5 

13 
32 
44 

100 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
-(~) 

u 
1 
4 
3 
1 

100 

75 
7 

11 
3 

(2) 

(2) 
(2) 

1 
1 
2 

lQO 

2 
(2) 

1 
4 

17 
30 
30 
16 

(2) 
(2) 

100 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

!!4 
1 
9 
4 
1 

1 
(2) 

100 

88 
5 
5 

(2) 
1 
1 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

100 

1 
(2) 
(2) 

3 
13 
22 
49 
12 

(2) 
(2) 

100 

79 
3 

11 
5 
2 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

100 

94 
5 
1 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

100 

3 
1 
3 

10 
34 
25 
20 
3 
1 

(2) 

100 

f.2 
1 
8 
8 
1 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) ' 
(2) 

100 

96 
3 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(~) 
(2) 
(2) 

1 

100 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

71 
8 

12 
5 
2 
1 
1 

100 

81 
3 
5 
4 
6 
1 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

· (2) 

100 

88 
6 
4 
1 
1 

(1) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

100 

(2) 

67 
4 
9 
4 
4 

· 7 
3 
1 
1 

100 

(2) 

28 
1 

15 
33 
17 

2 
2 
1 

.. 1 

(2) 

(2) 

100 

78 
6 
7 
4 
2 
1 

1 

1 

100 

None .. --------------~------------ f.7 rn !!9 rn 91 85 !!4 73 E6 78 !!6 to 91 £3 89 78 
(2) $1-$99____________________________ 1 2 1 2 (2) (2) 1 1 · 1 1 1 1 1 1 4 

$100-$499. ----------------- ------- 6 5 6 5 5 10 6 11 7 9 7 5 5 5 6 $500-$999 _________________________ . 3 3 2 1 3 3 4 5 3 3 4 2 2 1 1 

$1;000-$1,999_________________ _____ (2) 2 ~2) (2) 3 1 n () 1 4 3 <) 2 r c:> 1 ~· () 1 n ~2j 
$2,000-$2,999_____________________ (2) () () 1 2 2 ) 1 1 2 . 1 (2) (!) . (2) ' 2 •. 
$3,000-$4,999______________________ 1 2 2 2 1 1 . (2 3 . (2) 1 2 (2) 
$5,000 and over___________________ (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) 3 (2) 1 (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) 
Undetermined.amount........... (2) · (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) 1 (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) 
Not ascertained ......•..•..... : .. (2) · (2) (7) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) . (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) 

' All cases- --• ---·---------- ~ ----- -ui01·--wo lOO lOO lOO lOO IOO~ 1001'00lOOJ:ciO100lOO100-roQ. 
Number of cases----------------------~ =m 514 [ 'J7 eo1 441 538 :<94 269 250 235 477 902 289 388 219 

1 Data are subject to considerable reporting error, especially where small amounts are involved. 
2 No cases reported or less than 72 of 1 percent. 
3 Includes income from old-age_ pensions, retirement pay, annuities, unemployment compensation, welfare i:ayments, alimony, regular contributions, ve~erans' pensions, 

school allotments, State bonuses, and allotments to families of servicemen. 
4 Includes interest, dividends, income from trust funds, and royalties. 
6 The first question asked was: "Did you receive income from roomers and boarders?" E.espondents were then asked "Did you receive money from other rent?" If yes, 

"How much was it after allowing for expenses?" 
NOTE.-Details may not add to totals because of rounding. 
Eource: 1!!51 Survey of Consumer Finances, pt. III, Distribution of Consumer Income in 1!)50, appearing .in the Fede~al Reserve Bulletin, August l!l51, pp. 920-937. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I also ask unani-
mol.4s consent to have printed at this 
point in my remarks a table computed on 
the basis of figures contained in Sta
tictics of Income for 1947 published by 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue, United 
States Treasury Department. These fig

ures are not estimates; they are actual 
figures obtained from income tax returns 
for the year 1947 actually filed with the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue. 

There being no objection, the table 

Dividends 

Adjusted gross income class Percent of all I Percent of 
tax rr,tums dividends 

of eac~ ~cvel going to each 
Jf ;f A~~d~ 'income level 

Wages and salaries 

Percent of all 
tax returns 

at each level 
receiving 

wages and 
salaries 

Percent of 
wages and 

salaries 
going to each 
income level 

UndPr $1,000 ... · ·--·---------------------------------------- 2. 8 2. 2 82. 8 3. 8 
$1,000 to $2,000 ••• ---------------------------------------- 3. 5 4. 4 86. 2 15. 3 
$2,000 to $.1,000........................................................... 3. 9 4. 9 90. 9 27. 7 
$3,000 to $4,000 .... ------------------------------- - --------- 5. 8 4. 8 91. 3 24. 3 
$4,000 to $5,000 •• ----------------------------------------- 9. 5 4. 1 88. O 12. 6 
$5,000 to $10,000. _ --------------- -- ---------- - ------------ 25. 1 14. 3 71. 8 10. O 
$10,000 to $20,000..................................................... 47. 5 16. 6 54. 8 3.3 
$20,000 and over·----------------------------------------- 67. 3 48. 7 55. 9 3. o 

1~~~--1---~--1-~--~-1--~-~ 

Total...................................................................... .......................... 100. 0 ----------- -- - 100. 0 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,, Based on actual 1947 income tax returns-both taxable and nontaxable. 
,, Source: Corqputations made by National Income Division, Department of Commerce (based on data contained ID 

as f OllOWS: Statistics of Income, 1947; U.S. Treasury Department, Bureau of Internal Revenue). . 
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. Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will - the . 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I question all those sta-· 

tistics. I have never seen the basis 
on which any of those statistics were 
collected. It is simply a spot-check 
idea, with some agent going around and' 
asking the people with those incomes 
certain questions. So far as I know, 
there are no figures from the Treasury, 
and so far as employment is concerned, 
there are no figures from the Bureau of 
the Census. I simply do not think that 
the claims which have been made by the 
Treasury as to the income lost from div
idends are in any way supportable by 
evidence which anyone would even con
sider in a court proceeding. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say to my 
good friend from Ohio that in the first 
place we can get, and I believe the Treas
ury obtained, perfectly accurate figures 
on total dividends distributed by corpo
rations. That is a perfectly simple 
thing. All that is necessary is to run 
the computation sheets through the 
computing machines, in order to get the 
totals. 
\. The dividends paid by corporations in 
the year 1947 totaled $6,483,000,000. 
Similarly, one can run through the com
puting machines the. sheets for an indi
vidual coverlng the dividend items. 
That was done, and the total was $4,-
295,000,000 reported by individuals. This 
left a difference of $2,188,000,000. These 
are the basic figures, and they are not 
estimates; they are actual totals tabu
lated from income-tax returns. ' 

Now certain corrections have to be 
made, it is true. It is not difficult to 
obtain the figures with respect to the 
dividends which are .held by trusts and 
are taxable. These may be obtained ac
curately from the statistics of income 
based on actual income-tax returns. 
,They came to $301,000,000. An estimate 
of the dividends which were passed on 
by trusts to individuals is $682,000,000. 
This estimate is based upon the expe
rience regarding the proportion of per
sonal income in general attributable to 
dividends. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the . 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
' Mr. TAFT. Who prepared these fig
ures? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The United States 
Treasury. 

Mr. TAFT. I do not think the Treas
ury has any basis for them. Even small 
trusts do not have to make returns. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I was ref erring to 
the figure of $1,100,000,000 of dividends 
and interest payments. All dividends 
and interest payments received by indi
viduals are not reported. I would say 
that such figures by income classes are 
collected by sampling by the Federal Re
serve Board, and the statistics from the 
1947 report of the Treasury entitled 
"statistics on incom·e," pages 16 and 17, 
show that the interest and dividend pay
ments were extremely small for persons 
with incomes under $2,000. 

Mr. TAFT. The estimates are made -
entirely -from income-tax returns, ·and 

1entirely neglect the persons who do not 
,make returns. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is true' !Or a' . 
portion of the statistic·s but as a check 
against that-

Mr. TAFT. Is it not also true that 
the Federal Reserve Board figures are 
very sketchy? In other words, they are 
merely surveys in which people are asked 
whether they made any returns? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Federal Reserve 
Board's survey was a sampling made on 
the basis of about 3,400 interviews taken 
in 66 sampling areas throughout the 
Nation. The note accompanying this 
survey states that this sample is "repre
sentative of the entire population of the 
United States living in households." The 
note admits, and I admit, that there are 
limitations to any such study. 

But the Senator from Ohio is well 
aware of the fact that the mathematical 
theory of probability permits one to take 
a relatively small proportio:1 in different 
sections of the country, and it presum
ably gives an accurate reflection of the 
whole. · 

Mr. TAFT. May I ask the Senator 
whether that was the method pursued 
by the Gallup poll? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. There was not 
. the same bias, however, in the Treasury 
figures as there was in the Gallup poll; 
nor was there the large proportion of 
"don't knows" or "undecided's" that sub
jects the Gallup poll to abnormally large 
errors. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will th,e 
Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. GEORGE. The basic figures were 

assembled by the Department 'of Com
merce, ;not ·the Treasury, in determin
ing personal income. The Treasury did 
subsequently conduct some tests; but I 
think it is important to keep in mind 
that the basic figures really were sub
mitted by the Department of Commerce 
rather than the Treasury. . 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say that the 
figures which I have quoted 'from pages 
16 and 17 of the Statistics · of Income 
for i947 are based on a large sample 
of something like a million tax returns 
collected by the Treasury, which is a 
pretty good sample. I understand that 
the staff of the Joint Committee on In
ternal Revenue Taxation relies on these 
figures and that experience has shown 
there is less than a 5-percent error in 
them. , 

Mr. GEORGE. That is true. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from · 

Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN], in his charac
teristically generous way, yielded to us 
this morning quite frequently, ·and I 
would not deny him the opportunity of 
indulging in the remarkable flow of elo
quence and wit which proceeds from him 
today; so, before I yield to the Senator 
from Delaware, I should like to yield to 
the ·senator from Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the Senator's yielding. I sim
ply desire to state that the Treasury's 
figures are also based on sampling. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Of about one mil
lion returns for the lower-income groups. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I got the impression 
that the distinguished Senator from II

,linois, in the .earlier part of his remarks. 

gave a figure resting upo1i a totaling of 
every dividend paid- by corporations. 
I think that is a rather. easy figure to 
get. But the _estimate of those in the 
higher brackets who did not pay on divi-. 
dends received rests upon a sampling. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is my understand
ing, subject to correction, that the figures 
on dividends paid by corporations to in
dividuals refer to the totality of corpo
ration reports, that the individu2.l re
ports are quite complete in the higher 
brackets ·relying more on sampling to
ward the lower brackets, and that the 
distribution as between income brackets 
is a sampling. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. We are · now talking 
about two figures: One, the total amount 
of taxable dividends, which I under
stood the Senator to say was simply a 
matter of totaling-it could be done that 
way; I am not prepared to say whether · 
it was ·or was not-but when it comes to 
the question 'ot -what reports were made 
on taxable inpomes in the upper-income
tax brackets, he is pro·ceeding on a sam
pling. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Having made a sam

pling, and drawing the conclusions that 
were drawn from that sampling, then a 
subtraction process to.ok the rest into · 
the lower-income brackets. On that' 
point I shall speak in my own time. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. As I understand, the 
sampling conducted by the Treasury was 
on the basis of a_ rµillion returns, which 
would be a very large sample and is gen
erally consid(!red a very adequate one. 

Mr. MILLIKIN . . I am not now chal
lenging whether it was large, and at the 
moment I am ~ot challenging the state
ment that it was adequate.· I am trying 

. to make clear how it was done. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I think the total of 

dividends paid _as. compared with the 
total of dividends reported by individuals 
was not a .sample, but consisted instead 
of total ·figures. 

Mr. MIL;LIKIN. That would not sur
prise me, because they should be easy to 
get. Once we have them, we have a 
solid figure. · 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. The 

Senator's amendment does not exempt 
charitable corporations, does it? . 

Mr. DOUGLAS. There would be with
holding for them; yes. 

Mr. BUTLER o( Maryland. If the 
Senator will yield further, I should like 
to state an actual case. I refer to the 
case of the Walters Galleries, a very fa
mous art gallery in Baltimore. The em
ployees are under the city pension sys
tem and, therefore, ·pay no social-secu
rity taxes. The withholding would 
amount, roughly, to $35,000 a year. 

'? .There would be no deductiOn for the 
withholding, which would mean that they 
would be making a permanent loan to 
the Government of the United States of 
$35,000 without interest. Is not that 
correct? · · · 
. Mr. DOUGLAS. They pay taxes now 
on their income, do they not? 

· · Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. No. The 
_institution is completely exempt. 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it a charitable 

trust? 
Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Yes. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. If it is a charitable 

trust and is exempt, there would be with
holding, but provision is made in my 
amendment, which is the same as .the 
House plan, to relieve most of the hard
ship; but in answer to the Senator's 
question, there wculd be withholding. 

Mr. BUTL~R of Maryland. That is 
the question I asked the Senator, 
whether his amendment provides for 
that. As I understand the amendment, 
the only relief there would be in a case of 
the kind I have mentioned is that they 
would have the right to make a claim for 
refund, but they would never catch up, 
and there would be $35,000 of the trust's 
money held in perpetuity-- · 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The same question 
arose when the withholding tax was orig
inally applied to individuals receiving 
salarie;;; and wages. It was then argued 
that they could never catch up with 
themselves. Why should we give pref
erential treatment to dividends and in
terest as compared with wages and sal-
aries? · 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. If we ex
act a tax from persons who are not re
quired to pay any tax, it is pure confisca
tion. We are not even going to pay them 
any interest on the money. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I might say to the 
Senator from Maryland that the Hom~e 
Committee on Ways and Means con
sidered this aspect of the problem care
fully before it recommended this with
holding system to the House. In order to 
reduce the hardship to tax-exempt or
ganizations to a minimum, provision was 
made to pe,.mit such organizations to 
use the amount withheld from dividend 
and interest payments received by them 
as a credit against the amount due from 
such an organization under the income 
and payroll taxes. Thus the~ would not 
have to wait for a refund for much of 
these credits. In addition, however, they 
may make quarterly applications for re
funds, which are made, I believe, in a 
matter of weeks following the filing of 
the return and the application. The 
paragraph describing this provision ap
pears on page 22 of the House report on 
H. R. 4473. 

If there are additional difticulties I 
should think they could be taken care of 
in conference. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. In the 
state of Maryland we have a State 
income-tax law. There would be great 
confusion if the payor, instead of paying 
the taxpayer a $100 dividend, should pay 
him $80. The taxpayer in such case 
would probably return only what he had 
received which would very much com
plicate our State income-tax collections. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does it apply to wages 
and salaries, too? 

1\-Ir. ::aUTLER of Maryland. Yes, but 
there is no withholding · of wages and 
salaries. 

Mr. DOU.GLAS. There would be no 
greater difficulty caused to the inter..est 
recipients because wages and salaries are 
in the same position. 

Mr. BUTLER of· Maryland. The man 
. who receives wages or salary -has, unde~ 

the Federal law, a right to certain ex
emptions. As I understand, by the pro
posed amendment no one is given ex
emption. It simply provides for with
holding a fiat 20 percent whether the in
terest recipient pays taxes or does not 
pay taxes. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I might remind the 
Senator that very substantial refunds, 
amounting now to roughly $500,000,000, · 
are made every year, even under the law 
providing for the withholding or collec
tion at the source of a tax on wages and 
salaries, which tries to take into con
sideration personal exemptions. Signifi
cant errors are made, particularly in the 
case of sporadic workers. The employer 
does not ask the income recipient or 
worker, "Is your annual income less than 
$600, or less than $1,000?" The employ
er withholds a fiat amount, and then if 
the man is tax ·exempt, because, say, he 
only works 3 months a year, or if his tax 
is less than the amount of withholding, 
he gets a refund. The Treasury is com
pelled to give him a refund. But the 
amount is withheld from him in the 
meantime. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. What is 
the average period of time within which 
he will receive a refund? 

Mr. · DOUGLAS. The refunds · are 
made quarterly. I am not .certain of the 
exact' gap of time, but · they are made 
quarterly. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. It is in ex
cess of a year, is it not? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. As a matter of in

formation, let me say that the refunds 
are made on a quarterly basis. For ex
ample, in the case of ·withholding of 
wages and salaries, after the filing of the 
return it takes about 7 weeks for the 
refund to be made. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In ·other words, we 
are providing precisely the treatment 
with respect to dividends and interest as 
is now provided with respect to wag~s 
and salaries, except we make the pro
cedure simpler, as I shall point out in a 
minute. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. I may say 
to the Senator from Illinois that the ex
perience of the trust companies in Mary
land is that the gap is between 15 and 
18 months in the case of the ordinary 
refunds. If such a case is multiplied by 
thousands and thousands it ·seems to me 
it makes the whole scheme such that it 
will fall down of its own weight. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Sena
tor from Maryland is talking about re
funds on regular corporate returns or 
individual tax returns. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Yes. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. What we are talk

ing about is the withholding tax on 
employees' salaries. The Treasury De
partment has expedited the refunding 
process and is making refunds at an 
annual rate of $500,000,000. That is 
done within a period of from 6 to 7 
weeks. · 

With respect to withholdings as they 
relate to charitable trusts, the Treasury 
Department has informed us that if a. 
withholding is made wi_th respect ~o in-

terest or dividends paid to a charitable 
trust, that can ·be offset by applying it 
to the withholding tax on wages paid 
employees of a charitable trust. It can 
be balanced in that way. ·In other words, 
the withholdings on dividends paid to 
a charitable trust can be applied to the 
withholdings on wages and salaries of 
employees of the charitable trust. 

Mr. BUTLER of Maryland subse
quently said: Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent to have printed in the REC
ORD immediately following the colloquy 
between the Senator from Illinois, the 
Senator from Minnesota, and myself a 
brief statement which I have prepared. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT B:Y SENATOR BUTLER OF MARYLAND 

Section 201 of the bill provides that, be
ginning with the year 1952, payors of certain 
interest, dividends, and royalties shall re
tain 20 percent thereof, and shall pay the 
same to the Government, to be credited 
against the tax liability of the respective 
recipients. Interest includes interest upon 
bonds and o~her obligations of corporations, 
but not on municipal or Government obliga
tions, or savings-banks interest. 

It is argued that the retention of the 
above:; percentage will prevent avoidance of 
income· tax by individuals who fail to include 
such items in their income-tax returns. A 
parallel has been drawn between the pro
posed prqvision, and the existing provision 
of law under which employers are required 
to deduct and pay over to the Go:vernment 
amounts specified by the law, from the wages 
and salaries paid to employees. 

A marked distinction, however, exists be
tween the two procedures, in that the pro
posed retention of 20 percent is to be made 
without regard to or credit for any exemp
tions or deductions to which the recipient 
of such dividends and :interest is entitled, 
while the employee files with his employer 
a certificate which establishes the exemp
tions to which he is entitled, and the 
amounts retained by the employer are based 
upon the excess of the annual wage or salary 
over _ the total exemptions. These exemp
tions consist of $600 each per annum for any 
of the following: for himself, for his spouse, 
for his age over 65, for his wife's age over 
65, for his blindness, for his wife's blindness, 
for each dependent. If the exemptions ex
ceed the salary, no deduction is made by the 
employer. 

Moreover, the deduction of 20 percent 
would apply to payments to charitable and 
religious corpo~ations, which by law are 
exempt from tax. 

It is true that the taxpayer or exempt cor
poration may file a claim for refund of the 
tax overpaid; and the exempt corporation is 
permitted to apply against retentions made 
for its account, the amount of social-security 
taxes payable by it to the Government. 
However, the law specifies that these.refunds 
shall be made without allowance of interest, 
so that the taxpayer is deprived of the use 
of his money without compensation. Fur
ther, no one can foretell how long the tax
payer will have to wait for a refund. 

In view of the huge number of returns 
·involved, it is probable that there will be a 
long delay before any refund can possibly be 
made. Experience has shown that on ordi
nary overpayments, anywhere from 3 weeks 
to 18 months elapse before the taxpayer re
ceives his refund. 

This hardship falls upon a group of people 
who are least able to bear it, viz: those who 
are dependent, because of . age, infirmity, .or 
other reasons beyond their control, upon in
COD?-~ _derived from _interest and dividends 
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affected by the provision, and who, in any 
event, would have little or no tax to pay. 

The following simple illustration will show 
the effect of the proposed provision in con
trast with the existing provision as to re
tention out of wag35 and salaries. It is based 
upon a supposed annual income of $2,400 
from interest and dividends, and a supposed 
annual wage of like amount. 

According to the 1950 revised optional tax 
tables, the amount of tax payable by the 
recipient under both cases is the same, viz: 

1 ex
emp
tion 

2ex
emp
tions 

3 ex
emp
tions 

4ex
emp
tions 

--------1·---~ -----
On an income of $2,400 ___ $314. 00 $194. 00 $74. 00 -------
If this is all salary in-

come, tax withheld by 
employer will be _______ · 316. 80 195. 80 76. 80 -------

Making overpay-
ment oL________ 2. 80 2. 80 2. 80 -~-----

1f income was all from 
interest and divi- • 
dends-taxwould be ___ 314.00 194.00 74.00 _____ . __ 

~ percent withheld 
would be ______________ 480.00 480.00 480.00 $480.00 

Making an over-
payment oL ____ 166.00 286.00 406.00 480.00 

As compared with above 
overpayment__________ 2.80 2.80 2.80 -------

The difference be
tween similar 
taxpayers being__ 163. 20 283. 20 403. 20 480. 00 

The person receiving the $2,400 from in
terest and dividends must file a declaration 
of estimated tax for the current year, which, 
of course, would be based on the actual tax, 
if any. Nevertheless, and in spite of the 
declaration, such person would have his in
come reduced during the year by $480, not
withstanding the fact that his tax cquld not 
possibly amount to that much and might 
be zero. 

In the year 1953 he would file a return 
showing an overpayment of tax; and after 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue verifies it, 
he would get back the overpayment, ranging 
from $166 to $480, without interest. In the 
meanwhile this person would be living on 
$1,920 during 1952 instead of the $2,400 he 
had been receiving. In 1953 the process 
would be renewed, with the result that the 
taxpayer would never catch up with the re
tention made in 1952, as long as he lives. 

The situation affecting charitable exempt 
institutions is illustrated by the case of the 
Walters Art Gallery. The estimated total of 
retentions under the provision of 20 percent, 
from the trust funds held for it, would 
amount to, annually, $34,402. It owes no 
social security taxes, as its employees are 
members of the Baltimore City pension fund. 
As a result of the 20 percent retention in 
1952 it will be deprived of income in that 
year of $34,402. In 1953, the refund for 1952 
will be offset by the withholding occurring in 
that year and so on for succeeding years. 
In effect this amounts to a permanent loan of 
$34,402 in 1952 to the Government without 
interest. 

The effect of the proposed provision on all 
the parties concerned should be considered. 

1. The Federal Government will have mil
lions of tax refunds to verify and to pay. 

2. The State income tax authorities are 
concerned lest in State returns the taxpay
ers include 80 percent of the interest and 
dividends instead of the whole amount. 

3. The small taxpayer would have to go 
through the machinery each year of filing 
returns and filing claims for tax refunds, 
not to mention reducing his mode of life 
until the refund comes - in. Many small 
taxpayers find the returns too complicated 
as it is, without the additional burden of 
filing claims, and doubtless the more illit
erate will do nothing and thus lose the re
funds. 

4. The banks and trust companies must 
handle the enormous detail involved in these 
deductions. Practically all affected interest 
and dividends are cashed through the local 
banks which carry the accounts of the re
cipients. These banks and the succeeding 
banks through which the coupons pass, must 
keep records until the coupons anally reach 
the paying agent which makes the payment 
of the 20 percent to the Government. Trus
tees and other fiduciaries must double their 
entries and allocate the retentions in proper 
proportions to the several bene:(j.ciaries of 
the trusts, and compute the shares of each 
beneficiary in their fiuuciary returns. 

The magnitude of the job as a whole and 
the expense are far o"ut of proportion to the 
re: ults to be obtained, particularly at a time 
when the defense preparations entail such 
large claims upon available manpower. 
Moreover, it would appear that the Govern
ment has other means already available to 
it for catching up with evaders, without pe
nalizing so many small tax;;:ayers. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
think there can be no doubt that ap
proximately $1,000,000,000 of coroo!ate 
dividends received by individuals are not 
reported by individuals and no income 
taxes are collected from them. 

With respect to under-reporting of in
terest payments received by individuals, 
the House Ways and Means Committee, 
in its report on H. R. 4473, estimated 
that during the calendar year 1951, 
$1,900,000,000 of interest payments was 
not reported by individuals, although 
this included all interest payments, not 
merely corporate bond intf.rest, which is 

·treated by my amendment. 
Much of the failure to repl)rt may even 

be deliberate, although a good deal of 
it is not deliberate. Nu one knows pre
cisely the relative proportions of the two. 
But whether rfoliberate or not deliberate 
the failure to withhold at the sourc~ 
taxes on dividends and ·interest, a:> taxes 
are withheld at the source on wages and 
salaries, deprives the Government of con
siderable revenue. 

I do not see why we should be more 
tender of the recipients cf dividends and 
interest than we are of the recipients of 
wages and salaries. 

I know that· in the past it has been 
complained that a system of collecting 
basic taxes at the source, or the with
holding system, would be impossible to 
administ~r. It is administered in the 
case of wages and salaries, which in-~ 
volves many more people, much more de
tailed reporting and is much more diffi
cult. The same objection was raised 
prior to 1943, but the withholding system 
has been carried out with respect to 
wages and salaries. 

Most of the objections which were 
raised to the 1950 proposal of the Treas
ury for collection at the source of taxes 
in corporate dividends and interest can 
not be raised to the proposal which we 
are now putting forward. In 1950 it was 
required that the corporation which 
withheld the taxes on the dividends and 
interest should give a withholding re
ceipt to each recipient, and should also 
make a direct report about its withhold
ing from each individual to the Govern
ment. That is not required in the pend
ing amendment, nor was it required in 
the measure as it passed the House. 

All that happens is that a corporation 
pays the Bureau of Internal Revenue by 

figuring 20 percent of the total dividend 
payments, that is, by turning over to the 
Bureau one-fifth of its total dividend and 
interest payments. It does not h:o>.ve to 
report how much it withheld from each 
individual. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should like to finish 
a paragraph, and then I will yield. Nor 
does the corporation have to give a with
holding slip to the recipient of dividends 
and taxes. It merely turns over to the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue one-fifth 
of the total dividend payments. 

I am now glad to yield to the Senator 
from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if I 
understood the Senator from Illinois 
correctly, he said that the withholding
tax amendment which he is offering .does 
not apply to or in. no way affects the 
withholding of dividends at the source 
from cooperatives. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 
l\fr. WILLIAMS. I refer the Senator 

from Illinois to page 147 of the tax bill, 
.on which is found the amendment which 
was voted on and adopted by the Senate 
night before last and which relates to 
cooperative dividends. That amend
ment was ·supported by the Senator from 
Illinois. With the Senator's permission 
I should like to read to him this section .. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say I think I 
was in error, and I am glad the Senator 
from Delaware has corrected me. If 
the amendment to which he refers does 
apply there will be withholding · on pa
tronage dividends, in the event my 
amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I refer to subsection 
(d), and with the permission of the Sen
ator from Illinois I ask unanimous con
sent that the subsection inay be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the subsec
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

(d) Withholding of tax at source: If ari.y 
law (other than secs. J.43 and · 144 of the 
Internal Revenue Code) enacted by Congress 
requires the withholding at source of tax on 
corporate dividends paid in cash, patronage 
dividends, rebates, and refunds (whether paid 
in cash, ·merchandise, capital stock, revolv
ing fund certificates, retain certificates, or 
otherwise) shall be subject to the provis~ons 
of such law in the same manner and to the 
same extent as provided in such law with 
respect to · corporate dividends paid in cash. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, this 
subsection spells out specifically that if 
there is any withholding tax provision 
enacted by the Congress to apply to cor
porate dividends, the same withholding 
tax shall be applied to cooperatives. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I want the RECORD 

to be perfectly clear, however, that the 
amendment provides for the withholding 
of tax on corporate dividends and corpo
rate bond interest. I am fully aware of 
the provision the Senator from Delaware 
has now called to our attention. I think 
I am aware of the fact that one of the 
reasons why that provision was incorpo
rated into -the tax bill was to_ dampen 
somewhat the enthusiasm of those of us 
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who wanted to provide for withholding 
taxes on corporate dividends, by tying 
the provision for withholding taxes on 
dividends and interest with the with
holding on patronage refunds. 

I am willing to say now that if that 
has been the purpose, we are still for 
withholding taxes on dividends and cor
porate bond interest, because it· is the 
opinion of those of · us who support the 
amendment that the taxes ought to be 
paid, and we feel that taxes are being 
paid on patronage refunds. We feel that 
most of the taxes on dividends and cor
porate bond interest are being paid, but 
that where they are ·not being paid they 
should be paid. Therefore, we feel that 
the proposal for the withholding of taxes 
on dividends and corporate bond interest 
is very reasonable, and one that is fully 
supported by the figures of loss of reve
nue which have been furnished to us by 
the Department of the Treasury. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield briefly? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I should like to say 

to the Senator from Minnesota that I 
am not going to impugn the motives of 
any Senator who voted for .the amend
ment to which I have alluded. Of 
course, as the Senator from Minnesota 
knows, I offered an alternative proposal 
which I think would have been a great 

· improvement over that which was placed 
in the bill. 

If I understand correctly, the Senator 
from Minnesota and the Senator from 
Illinois both voted for the provision now 
found in the bill, and against my alter
native proposal. But if they want to say. 
that that provision was written into the 
bill for the purpose of killing the amend
ment they are now offering, far be it 
from m~ to contradict what they had in 
mind. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I appreciate the 
needling by the Senator from Delaware. 
I say to him in reply that if he is anxious 
to tax the patronage dividends of co
operatives, the way to do that is appar
ently to vote for the amendment I am 
suggesting, and he will therefore be able 
to roast his pig in the process. [Laugh
ter.] 

Mr. President, I bt!lieve I have used 30 
of my 45 minutes. I should like to re
serve some time. Let me say that the 
figure which I drew up as an estimate, 
showing that this provision would add 
to revenues between $250,000,000 and 
$320,000,000, is not drawn out of the air. 
The Treasury estimated an addition of 
$250,000,COO. The Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation estimated 
$323,000,000. The Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation did the sta
tistical work for the House Ways and 
Means Committee in connection with this 
prov1s10n. If members of the Finance 
Committee, who ordinarily rely heavily 
on the Joint Committee on Internal Rev
enue Taxation want to befoul their own 
nest, that is quite possible; but I say that 
I have confidence in the accuracy of the 
figures of the joint committee. I believe 
that the estimate of $320,000,000 is accu
rate. 

This proposal would Probably raise 
$320,000,000, merely by providing that 
we adopt the same system in collecting. 

taxes on dividends and interest that we 
now follow in the case of wages and 
salaries. What is wrong with that? It 
is merely reciprocal equality of treat
ment. 

As a matter of fact, the amendment 
provides a much simpler methqd than 
is provided in connection with with
holding the taxes on wages and salaries. 
The corporation does not have to re
port to the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
the names of the individuals nor the 
amounts withheld for each. Nor does 
it have to give a withholding receipt 
to each person who receives a dividend 
or interest payment. All it has to do is 
to take. 20 percent of the dividends and 
interest and turn the money over to 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue. Then 
.the individual makes his computation, 
and has credited against his tax the 
amount which has been withheld. It 

· is a perfectly simple operation, much 
simpler than is provided for the case 
of wages and salaries. It would give the 
Treasury hundreds of millions of dol
lars more of revenue without increas
ing the rates but merely by closing one 
of the loopholes which is now available 
to the recipients of dividends and inter
est, but not .to the low-income recipients 
of wages and salaries. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Sena tor yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I am sure that 

somewhere in his remarks the Senator 
has referred to the system which he is 
now discussing, the system of withhold
ing by the corporation. A year ago, in 
this same type of debate on the tax bill, 
when we were discussing the withholding 
of dividends and bond interest, the argu
ment was advanced as to the burden on 
the corporation, particularly if we were 
going to take into consideration at the 
corporate level such things as deduc
tions, and the over-all income of the 
dividend recipient. Therefore, when 
the Treasury Department has discussed 
this question with corporations, they 
-have come to an understanding that if 
such provisions were incorporated in the 
law, it should be done on a simplified 
basis. The Treasury Department was 
perfectly willing to have these simplifi
cations noted and taken account of. But 
the corporations say it means too much 
bookkeeping. I think they are right. 
It involves too much bookkeeping. So 
the method is simplified at the request 
·of those who would be the dispensers of 
the dividends. · 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; but they are 
still opposed to it, even though the plan 
has been simplified. Now the objection 
is that it is too rough on the individuals 
who receive the dividends and interest. 
Formerly it was too rough on the cor
porations which paid, but now it is too 
rough on the individuals who receive. 
Apparently it is more blessed to give 
than to receive. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator is 
familiar with the fact that there are ap
proximately 10,000,000 stockholders and 
that they average $100 a year in divi
dends. That is not too little to con
sider. It involves a collection of $20 
'from each individual. There is an ag
'.gregate of approximately 10,000,000 

stock or bond holders, and the average 
dividend is $100. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
should like to yield the floor after plac
ing in the RECORD a set of figures ·from 
a rough chart which I have had pre
pared. 

The people whose incomes are under 
$3,000 a year receive 11 % percent of the 
dividends distributed, but they receive 
46.8 percent of wages, or nearly one-half. 
In other words, the low-income group 
get most of their income from wages and 
salaries, and taxes are now withheld on 
these wages and ·salaries. However, 
those with incomes of $20,000 a year and 
over get 48 percent, or nearly half of all 
the dividends distributed. 

So there is a class element involved, 
and not merely a functional element. 
Under our present system we are per
mitting the upper income groups to 
evade the payment of taxes on dividends 
and interest which they receive, but on 
which, for one reason or another, they 
avoid making payments to the Govern
ment. This proposal would close that 
loophole, which is now closed-and 
properly so-in the case of recipients -of 
wages and salaries, who tend to be in the 
low-income group. · 

Mr .. HUMPHREY. Mr. President will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. In order that there 

may be an explicit demonstration of the 
amendment at the moment, the group 
with incomes below $3,000 a year, who 
receive 46.8 percent of the wages paid, 
together with those associated with them 
to make up the total number of recipi
ents of wages and salaries, overpay, on 
an annual basis, $500,000,000, which is 
refunded. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. The $3,000-a-year 

individual also suffers when there is an 
overpayment, but no one has bled and 
died over his suffering. We have been 
going along and allowing such taxpayers 
to make the overpayment of $500,000,000 
a year, which has been quickly refunded. 
But all at once we hear about the little 
dividend recipient. The widows and or~ 
phans are brought into the argument. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Along with the peo
ple with incomes of $20,000 a year and 
over. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I am reminded of 

what was said about Burke, "that he 
wept for the plumage and forgot the 
dying bird." Senators who object to this 
proposal weep for the people receiving. 
dividends and interest whom they in
correctly call the low-income groups, but 
they forget the great masses of people 
who receive wages and salaries and who 
really are the low- and middle-income 
groups and who have the withholding 
system applied to them. 

·Mr. President, I yield the :floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend- . 
ment offered by the Senator from Illi
nois [Mr. DOUGLAS] for himself and oth
'er Senators. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. Presi.dent-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 

the Senator from Georgia yield time to . 
the Senator from Vermont? 
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Mr. GEORGE. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to address myself very briefly 
to. this question. 

At no time has the junior Senator from 
Vermont been disturbed because of the 
load on the corporations. From the 
very first he has been disturbed by the 
idea that receivers of dividends should 
have the taxes withheld, and then be put 
to the burden of proof of showing wheth
er or not they should be witheld. 

Reference has been made to widows 
and orphans, and I too, am going to refer 
to them. I am going to make reference 
to the fact that in my section of the 
country-I do not know whether it is 
true in other sections or not-there are 
a great many widows and orphans whose 
sole income is derived from a few shares 
of stock. 

The proposed system does not seem to 
me to be as definite and specific in this 
instance as it is in the system which is 
applied to the case of the workman who 
is on a payroll, and who has a number 
on the payroll. Here the Treasury De
partment, without a shooting license un
less we give it to them, aims a shotgun 
into a thicket, fires the shotgun, and 
then listens to see who is hurt. That is 
a very poor way of administering a tax 
law. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator 
from Vermont yield for a question? 

Mr. FLANDERS. Yes; I yield for a 
question. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the Senator from 
Vermont opposed to a withholding tax 
on wages and salaries? 

Mr. FLANDERS. No. The Senator 
from Illinois is shooting into a thicket 
with a shotgun to see who squeals. The 
Government knows the man who is on 
the payroll, and the Government gets a 
return from him. He is already identi
fied. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. But there is $5nO,
OOO,OOO in revenue withheld, which is 
later refunded each year, so that the 
man who gets a wage or salary is in a 
class from which there is withheld a half 
billion dollars more than the people in 
that class owe. If the Senator from Ver
mont were proposing to repeal the with
holding tax on wages and salaries, he 
would be consistent and wrong. I hope 
he will be consistent and right by extend
ing the withholding provision to divi
dends and int~reEt. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
still say to the Senator from Illinois that 
there is a definite difference between a 
payroll tax applied to specific persons 
who are already within the cognizance 
of the Treasury Department and shoot
ing a shotgun into a blind thicket. 

Let me suggest that I am not saying 
that nothing should be done about the 
matter. However, we do not know how . 
many people are left tax-free. We are 
only guessing. I cee a diagram near the · 
desk of the ~,enator from Illinois, which 
indicates that perhaps so much of the , 
dividend money goes to .those '- earning · 
less than $3,000, and so much of the · 
money goes to those earning more than · 
$3,000. My guess is that most of the 
people in the upper income groups arel 
already filing a tax return. It is im-1, 

portant · to know whether· they are re-
porting all their dividends. . 

I would suggest, before shooting into 
the brush, that the Treasury Depart
ment do a little sampling. For example, 
in the most widely distributed stock in 
the country, which is American Tele
phone & Telegraph, let the Treasury 
take the letter G. Knowing, as is public 
knowledge, what the dividend payments 
are on American Telephone & Telegraph, 
let the Treasury ask that great company 
for the names and addresses of their 
stockholders under the letter G. If that 
would be too many, I would suggest that 
they ask for that information for G to 
Go, or something of that sort. Let them 
make a real analysis of what the situa
tion is. That is what I would ask. I 
would ask the Treasury to make a 
sampling, so that we may know how bad 
the situation is before we authorize them 
to shoot into the brush with a blunder
buss. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. ·Yes. 
Mr. AIKEN. I was going to remind 

my colleague that a large percentage of 
the people to whom he refers in our 
State, who have an income of from $200 
to $300 a year from stocks which they 
own, do not at the present time fall into 
any income e;roup in which they must 
make out a tax return. I do not know 
of any estimate as to how many people 
would be required to make out income
tax returns in order to get from the Gov
ernment the five or six dollars which 
had been withheld. 

Perhaps the Senator from Illinois has 
an estimate of how many additional per
sons would have to make out income
tax returns in order to get the few dol
lars which were withheld from them, 
possibly at a t'rme when they needed the 
money.· 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] has expired. Does the S:ma
tor from Georgia yield more time to him? 

Mr. AIKEN. I did not know that we 
were operating under a limitation of 
time. 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to extend 
the Senator's time. 

Mr. AIKEN. As I understand the 
Senator from Illinois and the Senator 
from Vermont, the Senator from Illinois 
is shooting at a bobcat, although he can
not see it. There ate a couple of hun
dred songbirds, rabbits, and other ani
mals in the brush, which he does not 
want to hit. Nevertheless, he takes a 
shot at everything. I believe it would 
work an undue hardship on a very large 
number of people who have only a very 
limited income. Furthermore, I believe 
it would be administratively impossible 
in the case of farm cooperatives. There
fore, I shall have to vote against the 
amendment of my friend from Illinois. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLANDERS. I thank my senior 
colleague for his contribution, with 
which I thoroughly agree. I should like· 
to state one or two other things. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
'time of the Senator from Vermont [Mr.· 
FLANDERS] has expired. Does the Sel\•.l 

a tor from Georgia yield · more time ~o 
him? 

Mr. GEORGE. Does the Senator 
from Vermont desire more time? I do 
not mind giving him more time, but I 
dislike to have other Senators take his 
time after I have yielded it to him. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I shall not take 
long. · 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield 3 minutes to 
the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. FLANDERS. There are other 
Senators who may wish to protest this 
amendment. As I said, the · people to 
whom I ref er are in a thicket. The wage 
earners are in sight, and the Treasury 
Department knows about them. I sub
mit that the proposal for a sampling 
which I made would give a clear indica
tion of the number of dividend holders 
who are below the minimum of taxable 
income, and those who are above and are 
welching on their just taxes. Before I 
will vote for any provision of the kind 
which Shakespeare called the insolence 
of office I would insist that there be some 
sort of revealing sample taken. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN] if he wishes to talk on the 
subject. ·The Senator from North Caro
lina desired to make some remarks, but 
he is not on the floor. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I shall be very brief. 
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? · 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes; 
Mr. CASE. Is not the point which the 

Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS] 
has made quite applicable, namely, that 
in the case of wages there is definite 
knowledge of the number of dependents, 
and therefore the withholding is based 
upon the family or individual status of 
the taxpayer; whereas in any proposed 
withholding on dividends there would 
be no such knowledge, and the number 
of dependents would not be taken into 
account? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator from 
South Dakota is entirely correct. He 
points out the valid difierence between 
the two systems-the system applying to 
wage earners and the proposed system. 

There is another point to be consid
ered. In the wage ifield the worker gets 
his take-home pay. His wages are fig
ured in terms of take-home pay-pay 
after taxes. The man who does not work 
for wages, who gets a little check from 
this, that, or the other company, has 
no take-home pay problem focused on 
him as such. His take-home pay is 
what he gets-the full amount of the 
check. That is particularly true if, after 
allowing for what he gets, he does not 
owe any taxes at all. 

With reference to the estimates made 
by the Treasury and others, I affirm that 
there has not been made a competent 
survey to determine all the facets of the 
problem. The Treasury says, "We have 
surveyed a selected, fair sampling of 
returns in the upper brackets. From 
that we deduce that there is an evasion 
of revenue of $250,000,000 a year." 

If I were convinced that we are losing 
$250,000,000 a year or $350,000,000 a year, 
or considerably less than either, through 
this type of evasion in the upper brackets 
by people taking dividend or interest 
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checks, sneaking into banks and getting 
the cash, and not reporting it on their 
returns-if I thought that was going on 
to the extent that is intimated by the 
figures with which we have been regaled, 
I certainly would be for stringent action. 

Here is the way to get stringent action, 
and here is the way to get the evad
ers--

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should first like to 
state how to do it. 

What a curious proposal comes to us 
from the Treasury Department. Al
though by its own figures, evasions in the 
amount of $250,000,000 occur every year, 
I challenge anyone to show that any per
son has been thrown into jail for evad
ing taxes in that way, or I challenge any
one to state the number of fral!d cases 
which have been commenced because of 
this particular process. 

Of course, the answer is that when the 
samplings are made and it is found that 
there are these evaders, they should be 
put in jail. If a few of them were put in 
jail, there would be no problem. That is 
the way to handle that matter. 

There is no sense in distorting the en
tire tax-collecting machinery and incon
veniencing the hundreds of thousands of 
persons who owe no taxes, in order to 
get from some other persons money 
which the Treasury Department can get 
by activating its own interest and duty. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Colorado is always gra
cious in yielding, and of course I was 
willing to yield to him during the course 
of my remarks. 
I Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I can
not resist that gambit, so let me have it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator 
from Colorado advocate doing away with 
withholding from the salaries of indi
vidual workers and wage earners? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. No. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Then, why does not 

the Senator from Colorado advocate 
withholding in this case? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Because the situation 
which exists in the other case is not 
present in connection with the type of 
withholding proposed in this case. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. CASE. How does the Senator 

from Colorado know there are such 
evaders in connection with the payment 
of taxes on dividends? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Does the Senator 
from South Dakota mean to ask how the 
figures to which I have referred have 
been obtained? · 

Mr. CASE. Yes. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. A certain number of 

returns in what are called the higher 
income-tax brackets, which were con
sidered to represent a fair sampling, were 
examined in order to ascertain whether 
taxes had been or had not been paid on 
dividends. From that study or sam
pling, the figure thus obtained was 
ballooned up to a grand figure which we 
are told represents the total scope of 
evasion in such cases. 

However, I repeat that if there has 
been evasion on the part of the higher-

bracket-income taxpayers .who make re
turns, and whose returns can be checked, 
and whose returns are being checked, 
and if evasions to the extent of $250,-
000,000 or $300,000,000 a year are occur
ring, why has not someone been put in 
jail for such evasion? The way to have 
the payments made is to put some of 
the evaders in jail. 

.Mr. CASE. I want to have that done, 
too. 

Let me ask the Senator whether the 
corporations paying the dividends make 
a report of the dividends they pay. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am coming to that 
point, arid I am glad the question has 
been asked. 

Mr. President, under this bill, the 
Treasury Department has a right to re
quest complete reports on all dividends 
paid by corporations. If the Treasury 
Department will obtain such reports and 
will run them down to the bottom and 
will cross-check them against the re
turns which are made by the individual 
taxpayers, the Treasury will know what 
is happening and it wm know whom .to 
put in jail for evasion or whom to con
front with income-tax-fraud cases. 

Mr. CASE: · It seems to me that is the 
way to proceed. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
present. proposal is a convenie:at way for 
the Treasury to dodge its own duties and 

· to inconvenience all dividend and in
terest recipients in the United States as 
a reward for doing so. 

Mr. CASE. Apparently the Treasury 
does not even need a hunting license, 
for it already has a directory giving the 
name and address, if the Treasury wishes 
to use it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes, it would be the 
easiest sort of thing to do. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, let me 
remind the Senator that in this bill we 
are authorizing the Treasury to require 
a corporation paying as much as $100 in 
the form of a dividend to report that 
payment; and if the Treasury Depart
ment is not satisfied with that, it can 
require all corporations paying dividends 
to report to the Treasury in regard to 
everyone who receives a dividend of even 
as little as $1. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator from 
Georgia is entirely correct, and that is 
the purpose. · 

Mr. GEORGE. In regard to the other 
question, the query is always presented, 
"If you are going to make withholdings 
from the wages of workers and wage 
earners, why not withhold in the case 
of dividends?" On that point, let me 
say that in the case of the worker, the 
withholding occurs after exemptions, 
and is based on standard deductions. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 
Mr. GEORGE. Whereas in the case 

of the present proposal, the withholding 
will be from the gross amount received 
by the poor recipient. , 

Mr. President, I have received a lette1 
which states what may be an extrem~ 
case, but certainly there are hundreds 
of thousands like it. Let me show what 
this proposal would mean to elderl3 
persons. 

The letter to which I now ref er was 
sent to me by a lady who says that she 

is in a class of persons who may be called 
aged couples. I read now from her 
letter: 

What will this mean to the aged couples, 
formerly self-employed, without pensions or 
social security, the couple living meagerly 
on a $2,000 !~come from securities, owing 
not one dollar of income tax, and being 65 
years of age? That couple will have to 
make a forced loan to the Government in 
the amount of $400-

Even although not owing 1 cent to 
. the Government. 

I read further: 
The same couple, if receiving $2,500 in 

dividends, will be compelled to make a 
forced loan to the Government of $500-· 

Although not owing the Government 1 
cent. 

I read further from the letter: 
The same couple, if receiving $2,700 in 

dividends; will be stripped of $540-

To cover what, Mr. President? To 
. cover a $6 tax !~ability. 

Oh, Mr. President, the proposal before 
us .is a perfectly "ridiculous one. . 

Mr. · MILLIKIN: Mr. President, the 
· letter the Senator fi:om Georgia has re~d 
. shows up the utter ridiculousness ·and · 
. unfairness of this proposal. 

Mr. CASE and Mr. HUMPHREY 
addressed the Chair. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
· the Senator from Colorado yield; and· if 
· so, t.J whom? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yieid first to the 
Senator from South Dakota. There
after I shall be glad to yield to the Sena
tor from Minnesota. 

·Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the point 
just made by the senior Senator from 
Georgia brings out the fact th.at some 
adjustment or refund would have to be 
made in every case, under the present 
proposal; whereas in the case of the 
withholding of wages, in many instances 
the withholding is a correct one because 
exemptions and deductions are taken in
to consideration. 

However, under the present proposal 
the withholding of dividends would be 
done without giving consideration to de
ductions and exemptions, and thus in 
every case there would have to be a re
fund, after refiguring the case, because 
the collection would be made as if there 
were no exemptions. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. In other 
words, in connection with the proposal 
which now is made, there is a basic as
sumption that every person who receives 
dividends owes the Federal Government 

: 20 percent of those dividends. Of course 
· that is an inaccurate assumption, and 

those who would make the withholding 
· would have no knowledge of the exemp
tion or of the income-tax base in the 

· particular case. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Colorado yield to me 
at this time? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I grant that the 

corporation making the return would not 
know anything about the income-tax 

·status of the person to whom the divi-
; dend was paid, any more than an em
ployee at the gate of the United States 
Steel Corp. k.nows anything about a man 

• 
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who comes to that gate. In each case, The average person is the one I am 
it is necessary tO obtain a declaration discussing. Let us consider his situa
from the person. · tion. Perhaps he has a little income 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The exemptions from rent or perhaps he has a little in-
would be known. come from interest or perhaps he has 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The exemptions a little income from a pension or per
would be known when the taxpayer haps he has a few small dividends com
stated his exemptions. ing to him-not an average of $100 for 

If the Senator from Colorado wishes each divia.end as we have heard, but 
to have the amendment modified in such little amounts of $1.50 or $2 in dividend 
a way as to provide that the individual checks which are mailed to him. He 
recipient of a dividend shall declare his does not make any income-tax return; 
exemptions, we shall be glad to modify he is not obligated to make an income
the amendment in that way; but the tax return. But the great, benevolent, 
business firms of tr.e United States have solicitous Uncle Sam wants that person 
said, "No, a thousand times no." to get into the habit of making returns 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I also and making claims for refund. The only 
say, without reference to the business way he can get his money back is to 
firms of the United States, but speak"." make claim for a refund. That means 
ing so far as I am concerned, "No, no, he has to go to see . Judge John Doe, 
a thousand times no." whom he supported for justice of the 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, then peace, and say to him, "Judge, I want 
that is not the real objection of the you to write a letter for me. I am not 
Senator from Colorado. getting that _ full $1.50 check out of 

Mr. MILLIKIN. What is not? which I buy the chewing tobacco de-
Mr. DOUGLAS. The point the Sen- scribed by the distingufshed junior Sen

ator from Colorado has just advanced, ator from Virginia, and the wife will not 
because we said we would be glad to meet give me an additional allowance. I want 
it. However, the Senator from Colorado to get that full $1.50. Now, they are 
says he will be opposed to the amend- holding 30 cents of that back on me, and 
ment, even if we do meet that point. I want you to wr.ite a letter to them." 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, let So the judge, conscious, as some people 
my flower bloom a little more so the sometimes are, of political favors, will 
Senator from Illinois can see it. [Laugh- write a letter for the gentleman in which 
ter.] he says to the dividend payer, "How come 
No~. Mr. President, let us come to the that my friend does not get all of his 

category of citizens for whom I have check out of the corporation?" What is 
real solicitude-although the Senator is our present postage rate? Has that been 
falling into the habit of sneering at that decided? · What is it-3 cents or 4 cents? 
category as being "widows and orphans.''· Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. It is hov
The ones for whom I have real solici- ering between 3· and 4. 
tude are those-hundreds of thousands Mr. MILLIKIN. It is hovering be
or perhaps millions in number-who re- tween 3 and 4'? Well, it will be 4. So 
ceive little dribbles of dividends and in- the old justice puts a 4-cent stamp on 
terest and do not owe any tax at all. the letter he has written. ·The mail car-

As the Senator from Georgia has rier takes it away and it goes through the 
pointed out, under the present proposal, postal service. The corporation gets it. 
someone would withhold 20 percent of The corporation spends 15 or 20 or more 
their meager incomes. That amount cents for every letter it writes . . So it 
would be withheld, not for only 1 year, writes a reply. It reaches the judge, 
but for every year; there would be a and the judge telephones out in the 
continuous withholding of 20 percent, a country, the old boy comes in again, and 
continuous withholding in that amount the judge says, "Why, my friend, you 
from persons who canont afford to have have got to make a request of Uncle Sam 
anything withheld. Nevertheless, con- for a refund." The man replies, "Well, 
stantly one-fifth of their small incomes judge, for goodness sake, write that let
would be held up by Uncle Sam, who, ter for me." [Laughter.] So the judge 
I assume, under competent management writes another letter, affixes another 3-
would also make some interest on it. · cent stamp or 4-cent stamp. Back comes 

Be that as it may, I am thinking in a reply from U.ncle Sam telling this be
terms of nuisance; I am thinking in wildered and bedeviled citizen that he 
terms of harassment of the citizen. I must make an application for a refund. 
do not . want our citizens to have to be This calls for a visit to the postmaster or 
flooding the mails with claims for re- a revenue agent to find out how to go 
ful)ds. Many of them will not know. about making the application. So he 
that they have a refund due. Tens or makes out the form; and some day, by 
hundreds of thousands would go to their the grace of God, maybe this poor devil 
graves , without knowing that someone will get back his tobacco money. 
was holding back 20 percent of the That is the kind of thing certain Sen
money to which they were entitled, be- ators want to fasten on the low-income 
cause, although I think most wise cor- people of this country-and there are 
porations would explain to the stock- millions of them-who do not make in
holder, yet there is . nothing in the come-tax returns, and who should not 
present proposal which would require be required to make income-tax returns 
the corporations to say, "We have taken or to correspond with the Government 
20 percent of your money and have to get back from the Government that 
handed it, not to you, but to Uncle Sam, which never should have been witbheld. 
who will continue to hold it until you ··· The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
ma~e a claim for refund if you are en- ~ time of th_e SenatQr from Colorado ha~ 
~tled to it." expired. 

Mi'. GEORGE. Mr. President, the 
Senator may have further time, if he 
desires it. · 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I will make my re
marks very short, unless I am harried 
by the warriors to the left of. me, who 
stand with their tomahawks poised. 
But, Mr. President, they are papier 
mache, and I do not fear them. 
[Laughter.] 

I now yield to the Senator from 
Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS . . Mr. President, if ora
tory and wit were to determine this 
issue-if oratory and wit were to de
termine this vote, the Senator from 
Colorado would have a very easy victory; 
but when he speaks of these figures hav
ing been produced by the "insolence of 
office," tllat is, of the United States 
Treasury--

Mr. MILLIKIN. It was the distin
guished Senator from Vermont who said 
that. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I think it was en
dorsed by the Senator from Colorado. 
The estimates of $323,000,000 were pro
duced, not by the Treasury, but by the 
Joint Committee on lnternal Revenue 
Taxation, which has prepared the tech
nical details for this bill. That is not 
the Treasury estimate. The Treasury 
estimate was only $250,000,000. The 
joint committee's estimate is $320,000,-
000. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Why not get another 
estimate, and possibly it will be made 
$500,000,000 or '$1,000,000,000? , . 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The point I am try-. 
ing to make is that the Treasury was ex
tremely conservative, and probably the 
joint committee is much closer to the 
facts. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suppose I could 
with equal plausibility argue that the 
Treasury was extremely optimistic, and 
that the joint committee was even more 
optimistic. That proves nothing. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. We have spent some . 
time on the figures, and it is obvious that 
the Treasury figures were not optimistic. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. . It is obvious, Mr. 
President, that if the Treasury is telling 
the truth, several hundred-people should 
be in jail who are not there. 

Mr. President, I must get ahead, be
cause this morning I found myself in 
such an entrancing debate with the two 
gentlemen who have been on their feet, 
that I was a lit.tie hoggish of the time. 
I want to say som3thing about the peo
ple in the lower brackets, about the peo
ple who are not only in the lower 
brackets, but who do not make any re- . 
turns, and who should not be required 
to make any returns, and who should not 
be harassed. Their position in life is 
such that we should not add unnecessary 
harassments to those from which they 
already suffer. · 

Mr. President, I admit that when we 
had the experts before the Senate Com
mittee on Finance they had something 
bearing the semblance of statistics on 
tax evaders in the upper-income brack
ets. But I said, "Now, what are your 
statistics to show us the number of 
people in the lower brackets, who do 
not pay income taxes but who, if they 
reported their dividends or interest, 
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would be in the taxpaying category?" 
On that score they had nothing. On the 
very core of this problem, they had 
nothing whatever. It was suggested, 
would it not be simple, would it not be 
easy, to follow a procedure such as that 
suggested by the distinguished junior 
Senator from Vermont, to take a sam
pling of those people, to find out how 
many of them, if they received dividends 
and reported them, would have to pay 
taxes? No one ever thought of it. No 
one ever did it. No one was thinking 
about keeping harassment and annoy
ance 'and pestering from the people who 
have enough to worry about without 
that. That is all I have to say, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, have I 
any time-left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has some time remaining. 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield to the Senator 
from North Carolina. Does the Senator 
from Illinois wish to speak? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, does 
the Senator from Illinois have a little 
time? 

The 'PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois has 10 minutes 
left, the Senator from Georgia 14 min
utes. 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield my remaining. 
time to the Senator from North Caro
lina · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, this is the 
one amendment which, in · the event it 
should be adopted, I think would cause 
more trouble to more people in the 
United States than any other amend
ment which has been proposed to the bill. 

There are about 400,000 taxable cor
porations in the United States, and they 
have stockholders all over the country. 
The American Telephone & Telegraph 
Co., for instance, has 1,000,000 stock.: 
holders .. and that company therefore 
sends out a million dividend checks. 
The greater number of these stockhold
ers own anywhere from 2, 3, 4, or 10, to 
15 or 25 shares, so that that stock is held 
by a large number of people, millions of 
people, throughout the United States. 
In my state 1 corporation has 30,000 
stockholders, and there is not a single 
member of that corporation or stock~ 
holder who owns as much as 2 percent of 
its caoital stock. 

Dividends received from corporations 
are a part of the integral income of at 
least from 6,000,000 to 15,000,000 people 
in the United States. The estimate 
before the Senate Finance Committee 
was that there are at least 6,000,000 peo
ple in the United States receiving divi
dends, and that, in all probability, .the 
number reaches 15,000,000. Most of the 
dividends are small. The Treasury De
partment estimated, in the examinatioµ 
of its representatives before the Senate 
Finance Committee, that in the event 
the pending amendment should become 
a part of the law, in all probability there 
would have to be at least 2,000,000 re
funds made to people who received divi .. 
dends and whose money was withheld, 
although they did not owe any taxes to 
the 1',ederal Government. 

I cannot conceive of any amendment 
which would cause so much trouble to so 
many small people throughout the Na
.tion as would this amendment if it should 
be adopted. Why should we interrupt 
the ordinary procedure of 2,0.00,000 per
sons in receiving di:yidends on the small 
investments they have in corporations 
throughout the country, and have one
fifth of their dividends withheld before 
they receive them, and force them to the 
necessity, the annoyance, and the ex
pense of filing applications for refunds 
and filing tax returns, when they would 
not be required to do so otherwise? 

To illustrate how a small amount of 
money affects many people, let me say 
that when the Congress, 2 or 3 years 
ago, changed the exemption from $500 
to $600 and increased the exemption of 
those over 65 years of age to $1,200, it 
eliminated more than 6,000,000 taxpayers 
from the rolls. That shows how small is 
the income of a great many persons, 
and how disastrous would be the effect of 
the adoption of the pending amendment 
upon the small people who receive divi
dends·. Widows and orphans with small 
investments would be forced to. go- to 
someone to file an income tax return for 
them when they owed no money to the 
Government, and then to prepare a re
fund application. when the Government 
had withheld the money. 

Most dividends are paid quarterly al
-though smaller corporations pay semi
annually .or annually .. A dividend.would 
be paid in March and 20 percent would be 
withheld. Another dividend would be 
paid in July, and 20 percent of it would 
be withheld, and the same would occur 
in October, and, finally, in January. 

Between January and March 15, when 
the time came to file an application for 
refund, and at the same time to file a re
turn, those people would file their appli
cations. They had already been without 
the money for a full year. How long it 
would take to have these refunds handled 
and how long·it would take to have them 
processed and the money returned is a 
question I cannot decide, but. already the 
people who needed this money for . their 
regular existence and for their normal 
support would be denied the use of it. 
There is absolutely no justification for 
such a provision. 

Let us see what the purpose is . . We are 
told that the desire is to bring about a 
better collection of taxes on dividends. 
Is there anything in the world to prevent 
the Treasury from collecting more taxes 
on dividends now, if they are not getting 
them all? Under the present law, every 
corporation is required to submit to the 
United States Treasury a list of all divi
dends paid to ali stockholders in the 
United States if they exceed $100, and, 
in addition to that, if the Treasury De
partment wants to do SO, it is entitled to 
get a report of every single dollar paid in 
dividends. So the Treasury would have 
available the names and addresses of 
every person in the United States who has 
received a dividend from any corpora-· 
ti on. 

Last year the Senate Finance Commit
tee suggested to the Treasury Depart .. 
ment the adoption of a regulation that a 
taxpayer, in making his return, shou14 

not simply list dividends of so much, but 
be required to make a list of the divi-

. dends, the companies which paid them, 
and the amount paid. Under the law, 
the taxpayer is required to file a list of 
every dividend he received and the cor
porations of the country are required to 
file a list of all the dividends paid and 
the people to whom they are paid. 

Is there any trouble about having the 
tax returns checked against those lists? 
Could not the Treasury make that check 
as easily as they could process refunds to 
the number of 2,000,000? At the same 
time, they could ascertain whether any
one had failed to return ·his dividends. 
· Mr. President, ·I have received more 
letters regarding this provision than I 
have received with respect to any other 
provision of the bill. I have received 
letters from every State of the UI}ion, 
largely from women who say: "My hus
band is dead. He left a certain amount 
of money and I have invested it. I receive 
about a thousand dollars a year in divi
dends, and that is all the income I have. 
I have four children. If this provision 
goes into effect, they will hold $200 of my 
money, and I cannot spare it; I need it 
to live on." · 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 
· Mr .. HOEY. I am glad to yield. to .the 
"Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. FREAR. Is it the opinion of the 
Senator that some of the persons who 
have small divid~nds .coming .. to _them 
would not ha..ve knowledge of the situa
tion, should this provision withholding 
20 percent of their dividends become ef
fective, and would not take the trouble 
to file a form to get a · refund from the 
Treasury? 

Mr. HOEY. I think the Senator is ab
solutely correct. 

Mr. FREAR. If that be the case, the 
Treasury of the United States would be 
taking money that did not belong to it. 

Mr. HOEY . . That is correct; and tak
ing it from people who could ill afford to 
spare it. .. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, will° 
the Sena tor from Nor th Carolina yield? 

Mr. HOEY. I yield to the Senator 
·from Kansas: -· --

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Regarding the sit
uation to which the Senator from North 
Carolina has just referred, namely, of 
having heard from many people from all 
over the United States in protest against 
such an amendment as is now proposed, 
the same thing has been true in my case. 
Scores of persons writing to me have 
never been in the tax-reporting bracket 
and they are very fearful. They ask, 
!'What is it that I will be required to pay 
under this amendment when I have not 
sufficient earnings even to make an in
come tax return?" I say that the point 
which the Senator is making is a very 
valid one, and ·one which concerns a 
great many persons. 

Mr. HOEY. I thank the Senator from 
. Kansas. His experience, I think, is du
:· plicated by that of Senators throughout 

the Chamber. 
When a man is employed 'he has a 

right to give to his employer at the time 
of his employment, under social security, 
the names of his dependents r,nd his 0\\7n 



• 
/ 

SEPTEMBER 26 
. l 

12136 CONGRESSIONAL. RECORD-SENATE 

exemptions, and all that information is 
taken into account bef ote,any deduction 
is made from his salary. It would not 
be practicable to undertake to apply that 
sort of rule to dividends, for the reason 
that corporations would not be able to 
handle the multiplicity of details which 
would be involved. They would be end
less. The corporations have indicated 
that they could withhold the money if 
the law provided for that, but if condi
tions were prescribed by which it would 
be necessary for them t'J make decision 
as ·to the amount of noney that should 
be withheld, then it would be an insur
mountable task and would involve the 
employment of additional bookkeepers 
and a·uditors to handle that phase of the 
situation. It is just not practicable. 

-Let us take another illustration. 
Those over 65 years of age have an ex
emption of $1,200. If a man is over 6q 
years of age and his wife is over 65 years 
of age, they would ha;re a combined ex
emption of $2,400; but if this provision 
should go into etiect and they had less 
income than the exemption, they would 
have the expense, the annoyance, and 
the trouble of filing a return. They may 
not be accustomed to doing that. It 
would · involve . considerable expense. 
The expense and trouble would be almost 
as much as the refund would be worth, 
rrhey are the people who would probably 
'most need the money, and they are the 
ones from whom the Government should 
not take the money. I do not think the 
Government should reach down into the 
citizen's pocket and tax that which the 
citizen is not obligated to pay, and which, 
under the law, he is not required to pay. 

Mr. President, I do not know what 
would more disrupt the pleasant feeling 
which should prevail between the Gov
ernment and its people than to say, 
''We are going to take this money for 
a year and you will be without it in the 
time of your great need. When you need 
lt for the support of yourself, your chil
dren, and your family, you shall be 
denied it, because someone says you are 
not returning all that should be re
turned." 

I hope the Senate will not adopt the 
amendment. Of all the amendments 
which have been offered, as I said a few 
minutes ago, this one would cause m:ore 
trouble and annoyance to more people 
than would any other amendment which 
could be conceived. To me it seems 
that the Government would be under
taking to say to the people, "We do not 
know how honest you are, so we are 
going to take 20 percent of the dividends 
you are receiving. If you ' have been 
paying your tax on them, all right. If 
you have not been paying it we are go- '. 
ing to take it out. If you do not owe it~ 
all right, we are going to take it any
way." 

Mr. President, as I stated, there are 
other ways and methods by which we can 
deal with those who do not make proper 
and full returns of their ·dividends. · 
There are two methods, either one of 
which can be adopted, either one of 
which will be emcient, either one of; 
which will be effective, and there is no' 
reason why we should adopt this sort· 
_of amendment and put several million.. 

people to unusual trouble, to unneces
sary expense, and to delay in receiving 
that which justly belongs to them. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I yield 
5 'minutes to the junior Senator from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have listened with sincere and real in
terest to the remarks of the Senator 
from North Carolina. I am frank to 
tell him that I am moved by his re
marks, and I share the deep concern he 
has, which he has so well stated, about 
the low-income group, the recipients of 
small dividends, and the individuals who 
must live o:fI their dividends or interest 
payments. But, Mr. President. I will say 
again and again that every argument 
which has been made here today about 
the recipients of dividends and interest 
payments can be used with respect to 
the income of the wage earner. Ap
proximately $500,000,000 of overpay
ments on withholdings from wages and 
salaries are refunded. The bulk of the 
.repayments thus made go to the 1ow
income wage earner. 

Mr. President, there is no withholding 
system which can be ·devised that will 
cover every individual case. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
have only 5 minutes, and I should like to · 
continue my statement. If the Senator 
from Illinois will yield me a little addi
tional time later, I shall be glad to 
answer a question. 

Mr. President, according to the survey 
of the Department of Commerce en.:. 
titled "Stati'stics of Income," wage earn
ers with $3,000 a year income or less, re
ceived 11.5 percent of the dividends. If 
those people had not paid one dime on 
their dividends in terms of taxes there 
still would have been a substantial 
amount of dividends and interest pay.:. 
ments unaccounted for, because if they 
never paid ·even as much as a plugged 
nickel last year on the total amount of 
dividends, the 11.5 percent of the total 
amount of dividends is still $350,000,000 
below the amount which is estimated as 
unreported. 

Mr. President, furthermore, let me say 
that no kind of a tax program can be 
worked out which does not result in some 
disadvantages and some hardships. I 
heard this morning that we could not 
make the effective date for corporate in
come taxes January 1 because it would 
work some kind of hardship; so in that 
case we gave up $500,000,000 to those 
who did not need to have it given to 
them, to those who could very well afford 
to pay that amount. Sooner or later 
in this debate we are going to hear about 
a number of other people who ought to 
receive some special exemptu:m because
well, because we do not want to be too 
hard on them. 

Now we come to the point where we 
are asked not to be too hard on recipi~ 
ents of · interest and dividend payments. 
But I want the fact to be revealed that 
the people who have their main source 
of income from dividends and interest 
payments are in the upper-income 
brackets, the overwhelming amount of 
dividends and· interest goes to· those in 

the upper-income brackets, and that 
everything we ·do in this tax bill is de
signed to protect that group. · 

Mr. President, I have heard it said 
that a proper survey has not been made, 
and that we cannot take this action 
until we have a survey. Let me ask the 
Finance Committee, What kind of sur
vey did they have that· resulted in the 
amendment with respect to excess
profits taxes? As a matter of fact the 
returns have not even been examined 
yet. The Bureau of Internal Revenue 
has not had a chance to examine the 
returns. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not now. I shalJ 
be glad to yield ·if the Senator from 
Illinois gives me additional time. 

I should like to know what kind of a 
survey was made before it was decided 
to put an excess-profits tax on washing 
machines. How· many washer women 
did the committee talk to? We do not 
need surveys every time it is decided to 
apply -a new tax. But wheri we want to 
put a withholding tax on corporate divi
dends -and oond interest, how many wid
ows and orphans are intervjewed? 

Let us consider- the· matter of corpo
rate bond interest. Let us omit consid· · 
era ti on of dividends for the moment. 
How many widows and orphans are re· 
ceiving bond interest? · 

Mr. ·President, I know we cannot legis
late to perfection, but · an estimated 
$323,000,000 of revenue is available unde1 
the amendment. · If Senators wish to re
duce the estimate to $300,000,000 er 
$250,000,-000, still we need revenue, and 
I submit that the economic facts reveal 
that the bulk of this revenue will come 
from those who can very well afford to 
pay it. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
MOODY in the chair). The time of the 
Senator from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Illinois yield me an ad-
ditional minute to conclude? i· 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes.-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Minnesota is recognized 
for an additional minute. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, so , 
far as this amendment is concerned, I, 
as a cosponsor, wish to say that if any 
member wants to propose an amendment 
to the amendment to have all the deduc
tions and exemptions taken into accoun1 
before the dividend and interest with· 
holding tax applies, I will vote for it. J 
will join in the proposal of such an 
amendment. 

Mr. President, let me also say that if 
any Member wants to see to it that the 
Treasury Department shall be further 
staffed so as more quickly to expedite. the 
refunding operation, I will join with him 
in such a move. If any Member wishes 
tQ propose an amendment providing for 
better enforcement of the laws by the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue, I will join 
With him. But that takes manpower, 
and no one knows it better than the Sen
ator from Colorado. He knows that it 
takes manpower to ana1YZe more than 
45,000,000 income tax r~turns, which is 
the number of returns the Federal Gov-
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ernment is dealing with at the present 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota ha8 
expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DOUGLAS] for himself and 
other Senators. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the Chief Clerk called the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 
that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by , leave of the 
Senate. · · 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], and the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. SMITH] are absent on offi
cial business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEZ] and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. SMITH-] would vote 
"nay." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the-Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 
is absent on official business, and, -if 
present he would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Minnesota CMr. 
THYE] is absent by leave of the Senate, 
and, if present, he would· vote "nay." · 

.The Senator from · New Hampshire 
[Mr. TOBEY] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] and. the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. LANGER] are detained 
on official business. 

,The Sen,ator .from Wisconsin CMr. 
McCARTHY] is detained because of his 
testimony on a legal matter, and, if pres
ent, he would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 15, 
nays 70, as follows: 

Benton 
Douglas 
Green 
Hill 
Humphrey 

Aiken 
Bennett 
Bricker 
Butler, Md. 
Butler, Nebr. 
Cain 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Clements 
Connally 
Cordon 
Dirksen . 
DutI 
Dworshak . 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Frear 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 

YEAS-15 
Kefauver 
Kilgore 
Lehman 
Long 
Magnuson. 

NAYS-70 

· McMahon 
Moody 
Morse 
Murray 
Neely 

Hayden Monroney 
Hendrickson Mundt 
Hennings Nixon 
Hickenlooper O'Conor 
Hoey O'Mahoney 
Holland Pastore 
Hunt Robertson 
Ives Russell 
Jenner · Saltonstall 
Johnson, Colo. Schoeppel 

. Johnson, Tex. Smathers 
Johnston, S. C. Smith, Maine 
Kem Smith, N. J. 
Kerr Sparkman 
Knowland Stennis 
Lodge Taft 
Malone Underwood 
Martin Watkins 
Maybank Welker 
McCarran Wiley 
McClellan Williams 
McFarland Young 
McKellar 
Millikin 

NOT VOTING-11 
Anderson Chavez Th ye 

Tobey 
Wherry 

Brewster Langer 
Bridges McCarthy 
Byrd Smith, _N. C. 

So the amendment offered _by Mr, 
DouGLAs for himself and other Senators 
was rejected. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I call up 
my amendment 9-22-51-4. If I could 
have unanimous consent for a yea-and
nay vote on the amendment I would be 
glad to limit the debate on it to 15 min
utes to a side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Beginning on 
page 172, line 22, it is proposed to strike 
through line 20 on page 175-being sec
tion 325, relating to tax treatment of coal 
royalties. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanmous consent that debate on 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Louisiana CMr. LoNG] be limited 
to 30 minutes, 15 minutes to a side, to be 
controlled by the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. LONG] and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], and that any 
amendment offered to the amendment 

· must be germane, with the same time 
limitation. 

Mr. LONG. Will the majority leader 
· include in the unanimous-co·nsent e

quest an order for the yeas and nays? 
Mr. McFARLAND. And that the yeas 

and nays be ordered. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may 

we have order? I should like to have 
the Senator from Arizona .restate his 
unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. McFARLAND . . I do not wish to 
waste time on a unanimous-consent re-

. quest for limitation of debate on each 
amendment as we take it· up. My re
quest is that debate be limited on the 
amendment to 30 minutes, 15 minutes to 
a ·side, controlled, respectively, by the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG] and 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]; 

· that any · .amendment offered to the 
amendment be germane and the debate 
on it likewise limited to 30 minutes, 15 
minutes to each side, the time to be con
trolled, respectively, by the proponent 
of the amendment and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE]. Furthermore, 
that the yeas and nays be ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
reserving the right to object, I hope the 
Senator from Arizona will withhold his 
request that the yeas and nays be or
dered. 

Mr. McFARLAND. That was a con
dition of the agreement to· limit de-
bate. • 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were .ordered. 
Mr. LONG. · I should lil,{e to speak to 

this amendment first. 
Mr. McFARLAND. May we have a 

ruling on the request for a limitation of 
debate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest for a limitation of debate on the 
amendment? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Reserving the 
right to object, did the Chair rule that 
the request for the yeas and nays was 
su:m.ciently seconded? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. · The O'rder for 
the yeas and nays 'is .not a part of the 
unanimous-consent agreement, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ·It is not 
now a part of the unanimous-consent 
agreement. 
. Mr. SALTONSTALL. I have no ob
jection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Arizona? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. LONG. I believe that Senators 
can very easily understand the issue in
volved, and the amendment should not 
require a statement of more than a few 
minutes. 

Mr. President, the portion of the bill 
which is sought to be amended by my 
amendment is not an amendment in
serted by the Senate committee. The 
language was put in the bill by the House 
committee. In my opinion the provision 
in the bill which I seek to amend vio
lates the general principle of equity in 
our system of taxation. The provision 
would mean a reduction in revenue of 
about 60 percent in the tax of those who 
receive coal royalties. It would treat 
coal royalties a~ a capital-gains trans
action. 

In other words, if a person owns a 
coal · mine, or owns a · coal reserve, and 
merely leases it, he would be able to treat 

. the income from such a lease as a 
capital-gains transaction. · ·rt would 
mean that he would pay only on half of 
the income, and his total over-all tax 
on the amount lie received would be lim
ited to 25 percent. 

I believe that a study of the situation 
would show that the people who receive 
coal royalties are for the most part cor
porations which are paying excess-prof
its taxes, so that most of the income 
would be in .abou~ the 70-:percent bracket. 
The House committee put into the bill a 
proposal under which coal royalties 
would be treated as a capital-gains 
transaction, and therefore the income 
tax would be reduced to· 40 percent of 
what it otherwise would be on coal roy
alties. It seems. unfair to the junior 
Senator from Louisiana, at a time when 
we are raising taxes for everyone else 
in the Nation, that those -who are receiv
ing coal royalties should have their in
come tax cut by about one-half of what 
it otherwise would be. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will 
the Sena tor yield? 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Is any coal mined 

in Louisiana? 
Mr. LONG. No; there is no coal 

mined in Louisiana, s.o far as I know . 
Mr. ROBERTSON. When the Sena

tor from Louisiana talks about the cor
porations who would be benefited by this 
provision, does he realize that most of 
the leases are made on the. basis of 10 
cents a ton? Furthermore; is the Sena
tor from Louisiana going to ask that the 
proposed treatment of timber on a capi
tal-gains basis should be abolished? Or 
is the Senator speaking only with refer
ence to coal royalties? 

Mr. LONG. I shall be very glad. to 
speak to that point. The question is 
raised that coal is ·not .. produced in my 
State. Mr. President, last year ! ·spoke 
against the Connally amendment, which 
proposed to -treat -as a capital-gains 
transaction all · the revenues received 
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from the sale of a certain number of 
barrels of oil or so much gas from a well. 
I thus opposed capital-gains treatment 
for the benefit of the largest industry in 
Louisiana. 

If we are to give such special treat
ment to coal royalties, under which the 
owners would be taxed on the basis of 
the capital-gains rate, it seems to me 
that the oil industry and gas industry 
would be just as much entitled to have 
their income tax cut by 60 percent. 
Certainly they would be as much entitled 
to it as would be the coal-mine owners. 

There is only a small amount of money 
involved. Giving the reduction to a spe
cial group would mean only about $10,-
000,000. I predict that, as sure as the 
sun will rise tomorrow, if we give this 
reduction in taxes of 60 percent to coal
royalty owners, that the oil and gas in
dustries will come to the Senate and say, 
"'You are discriminating against us." 

The Senator from Virginia has asked 
me, "How about timber?" He says that 
I am not proposing to do away with the 
special capital gains treatment on 
timber, and therefore it would be a dis
criminatory treatment. I am in the po
sition of coming from a State which 
produces timber and not asking that 
coal be given the same preferential 
treatment. I am sure that if a Senator 
in the future rises to oppose this type of 
proposal on behalf of the oil interests, 
another Senator will rise to ask him, "Do 
you have any oil produced in your 
State?" The same question could be 
asked with reference to other resources. 
In other words if we are · going to give 
the owners of coal royalties preferential 
treatment, we will find, by inescapable 
logic, that we should do the same thing 
for the gas and oil interests. It will fol
low that we will be asked to give the same 
treatment to other industries, such as 
sand, gravel, sulfur, iron ore, and many 
others. Before .we are through we will 
find that the special treatment will have 
cost the other taxpayers of the Nation 
about $100,000,000 in revenue. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Louisiana yield for 
a very brief question? 

Mr. LONG. I shall be very glad to 
yield 30 seconds to the Senator from 
West Virginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. We now tax the 
coal which a man owns and mines. If 
we tax him on the basis of capital.gains, 
why not tax the lessor in the same way?, 

Mr. LONG. If a man owns coal re
serves and he mines the coal, he is en
titled to a depletiQn allowance. At this 
point I am not questioning his deple
tion allowance. I assume that was care
fully studied and that there is a reason 
for the depletion allowance in the case 
of coal. 

However, to apply the capital-gains 
treatment in this case to a limited group 
of taxpayers, most of whom are large 
corporations, and thus reduce by one
half the tax they pay, at a time when we 
are increasing the taxes of all other 
persons and are subjecting their incomes . 
to excess-profits taxes, would seem to 
me to be most unreasonable. 

Is a group which has been paying nor
mal income taxes year in and year out, · 
ever since the income-tax law was first 

enacted, to be treated in such a way 
as to reduce its taxes by one-half, while 
at the same time we raise the taxes paid 
by everyone else? · 

Mr. President, if we give coal this spe
cial treatment, I predict we shall find 
that we must do the same for gas and 
for oil and for other minerals, and the 
result simply will be that we shall give 
all of them a 60-percent reduction in 
tax. 

Therefore I think my amendment 
should be agreed to; I think we should 
strike from the bill the proposed ex
emption for those who have coal roy-
alties. · 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President; I yield 
to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMATHERS in the chair). The Senator 
from Oklahoma is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, this pro
vision was placed in the bill because of 
what the committee believed to be in
equities in the present treatment of in
come from royalties from coal. 

The ordinary income from royalties is 
based upon the current value of the 
product sold; but the evidence disclosed 
that most of the coal royalties in the 
United States are being sold under the 
terms of lease contracts which go back 
10, 15, 20, 30, or 40 years, and that the 
going royalty rate is approximately 10 
cents a ton. There can be no question 
but that· a royalty interest is a disap
pearing asset, an exhaustible asset. 

It matters not how much .coal there 
may be under a given piece of land; in 
any case, it is limited, and as each ton 
is mined, the commodity remaining is 
that much less in quantity. There is 
no way to replace it; there is no way to 
grow another crop of it. There is a lim
ited amount of it; and when that lim
ited amount is mined, it is gone and that 
asset is completely depleted. 

As I said a moment ago. in addition to 
that fact and that basic principle, we 
know that under no interpretation can 
the coal royalty be calculated upon any
thing other than a capital basis, which 
is what it is. Whatever amount of roy
alty the owner of the land has is a capi
tal item; and as the coal is sold, the 
owner is receiving, not income from 
property which remains intact, but in
come from the sale of his capital. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oklahoma yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 
. Mr. LONG. Would not the same ar

gument apply equally to oil and gas roy
alties? 

Mr. KERR. The same argument 
would apply equally to gas and oil royal.:. 
ties. However, in the first place, those 
are not before us. In the second place, 
they were not brought before us. In the 
third place, the chief difierence between 
coal royalties, on the one hand, and oil 
and gas royalties, on the other hand, 
is that the latter provide that a certain 
rate of interest shall be paid to the owner 
of the product when it is sold. On the 
other hand, the coal which is sold today 
is two or three times as valuable as it was 
w~en the lease contracts V{ere made. 

However, the coal leaEe contracts are 
not made on the basis of paying a cer
tain percentage of the valu3 of the coal 
when it is mined-as my good friend, 
the Senator from Louisiana, knows is 
true in the case of oil or gas or other 
minerals-but the payment of coal royal
ties is fixed at 10 cents a ton, whereas 
the Senator knows that the owner of 
an oil royalty receives one-eighth of the 
value of the oil as it is produced. How
ever, the owner of coal does not receive 
one-eighth or one-sixteenth of its value. 
I do not know what the going price of 
coal at the mine is; I think it is more 
than $3 a ton. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Oklahoma yield? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. For most of it the 

price is more than $5 a ton. 
Mr. KERR. Very well; it is more than 

$5 a ton. So actually the owner is re
ceiving a 2 percent royalty, on the basis 
of a price fixed in his lease contract 10, 
20, or 30 years ago, although the value 
of the product has increased a great deal 
since that time. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oklahoma yield further to 
me? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. • 
Mr. LONG. I know that the State of 

Oklahoma ha~ fixed the price for gas: 
but is it not true that · enormous gas 
reserves are tied up-under old contracts 
under which the sale price of the gas is 
ridiculously low.? Perhaps that is true 
in other States, if not in the State of 

. Oklahoma. 
Mr. KERR. There are countless 

amounts of gas which are tied up under 
contracts by which the operators are 
bound; but in the majority of those in
stances the operators have renegotiated 
the contracts and have new contracts 
with the royalty owners, for the reason 
that it has been demonstrated in some 
instances they were able at least to 
cast doubt upon the validity of the leases 
which kept their income at such a very 
low basis, by virtue of old contracts, 
and because as of today their product 
has a value so very much greater than 
it had at the tifne when the old con
tracts were made. 

Those were the considerations, Mr. 
President, which impelled your commit
tee to concur in the action of the House 
and to leave this provision in the bill. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Oklahoma yield to 
me for a question? 

Mr. KERR. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Is it not a fact 

that under this section, if a coal lessor 
takes the capital-gains treatment he 
cannot get the depletion allowance treat
ment; and is it not also true that the 
oil producers do not wish to pay on 
that basis, but would rather have the 
depletion allowance treatment, rather 
than the capital gains treatment? 

Mr. KERR. I cannot answer the Sen
ator as to that; but, Mr. President, I 
am sure that if the Senator from Vir
ginia tells me that the arrangement with 
reference to coal royalties is as he has 
stated, he has stated correctly what the 

1 situation is. . . 
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Mr. ROBERTSON. That is my under
standing, namely, that if one is . taken, 
the other cannot be taken. 

Mr. KERR. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I yield the remainder 

of my time--
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me? 
Mr. KERR. Mr. President, how much 

time have I remaining? · 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Oklahoma has 8 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. KERR. I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON. Is it not true that the 
funds received as a royalty from coal 
are funds received from property that is 
irreplaceable, and that those receiving 
the money are taxed on that basis? 

Mr. KERR. Yes, unquestionably that 
is the case. So far as the principle is 
concerned, the principle is sound, and 
the application of any other principle 
is unsound, because the asset is a di
minishing one, and what is sold is the 

•sale of a capital item. 
It is just as if a man had 100 acres· 

of timberland. When the timber is sold, 
it is gone. In fact, this treatment is even 
more equitable in the case of coal than 
it is in the case of timberland, for the 
reason that the ground which grows the 
first crop of timber will eventually grow 
another crop, if it is permitted to do so, 
whereas the ground which contains one 
crop of coal is worthless, so far as coal 
is concerned, once the crop of coal is 
mined. When the coal is mined, it is 
gone; and no one short of the Omnipo
tent can grow another crop of coal on 
that piece of land. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time to the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY]. 

The PRES~DING OFFICER. The 
Senator from West Virginia is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, let me, in 
behalf of West Virginia, the world's 
greatest coal producing State, warn the 
Senate that the coal industry would be 
as certainly and seriously imperiled by 
the adoption of the Long admendment, 
''relating to tax treatment of coal royal
ties" as the oil and gas industries would 
be endangered by the adoption of the . 
Humphrey amendment which is designed 
to "reduce the percentage depletion for 
oil, gas, sulphur and nonmetallics." 

All who are opposed to the Humphrey 
amendment should vote against the 
amendment proposed by the able Sena
tor from Louisiana [Mr. LoNGl. Friends 
of the coal, oil and gas industries should 
fully realize and constantly remember 
that if, in the important matters now be~ 
fore the Senate, they all unite, they all 
will stand, but if they divide, they all 
will fall. · 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. NEELY. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. The Senator is discuss

ing depletion allowances. I think he un
derstands that by this amendment I 
am proposing to eliminate capital-gains 
treatment. It has ·nothing at all to ·do 
with depletion. As a matter of fact, I 
stated I would not ask for this kind of 
treatment for oil and gas, and that is 

why I do not think we ought to ask 
the same thing for coal. 

Mr. NEELY. I thoroughly under
stand the amendment and also under
stand that a given injury to an industry 
~s equally harmful regardless of the 
means by which it is inflicted or the 
euphemism with which it is described. 

Let me remind the Senator from 
Louisiana that the various factors in the 
indispensable coal industry are united as 
inseparably as the links in a chain are 
joined together. The bearing of a bur
den by any of these factors is sooner or 
later shared by all. The Long amend
ment, if enacted into law, would injure 
every coal owner, every coal operator, 
every coal miner, and every coal-carry
ing railroad in the country. 

Mr. President, the coal industry is now 
seriously depressed. 

On the 14th of July, 1950, it was my 
privilege to file a report in behalf of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
pursuant to Senate Resolution 274, to 
investigate the· cause of increasing un
employment in certain industries. That 
report shows the devastation the coal 
industry has suffered in recent years as 
a result of the competition of foreign oil. 
For example, the Norfolk & Western, the 
Virginian, and the Cpesapeake & O:h.io 
Railroads are largely dependent upon the 
transportation of coal for their pros-

. perity. These roads transport coal from 
West Virginia to their eastern terminus, 
Hampton Roads, Virginia. In 1948, 
17,578,000 tons of coal passed through 
this port to the New England, New York, 
and Philadelphia areas. In 1949 this 
coal traffic dropped to 10,398,000 tons-
a decrease of more than 7,000,000 tons in 
a single year. It is shown that this de
crease caused approximately 2,600 rail
road employees to lose their jobs. In 
the same year 10,000 coal miners in West 
Virginia lost their employment. 

It is further shown by the report men
tioned that largely as a result of the 
competition of foreign oil 46 mines in 
central Pennsylvania were closed be
tween January 1, 1949, and May 1950. 

In 1949 Pennsylvania's coal production 
was 43,059,000 tons less than it was in the 
previous year. As a result of this de
crease 10,750 miners were unemployed. 

Distress similar to that suffered by the 
coal industry in West Virginia and Penn
sylvania has plagued every other coal
producing State in the Union. No other 
industry is more entitled to a fair deal; 
no other industry is in greater need of 
relief; no other industry is more deserv
ing of a helping hand. 

I entreat the Senate to def eat the Long 
amendment and thereby lend aid to the 
embanassed coal industry in its struggle 
for existence, help to increase the em
ployment of the miners and railroaders, 
and generally augment the prosperity of 
the people of every walk of life. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, how much 
time remains to the proponents? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight 
minutes. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I should 
like to answer one or two of the argu
ments which have been made on the 
floor. The distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma made the argument that coal 

is depleted, that it has been taken from 
the ground, and that it is gone, never 
to be replaced. That is true. The same 
thing is true of oil and gas; the argu
ment is equally applicable. Mr. Presi
dent, there is no logical distinction that 
can be made. 

It is said that inasmuch as a natural 
resource becomes depleted, money accru
ing from it should be treated as a capi
tal gain, taxable at the top tax rate to the 
extent of only 25 percent of the entire 
transaction. If that principle is to be 
applied in the case of the extraction of 
coal, it applies equally to the extraction 
of any other natural resource to be found 
in the entire United States or in any 
other place in the world. If we are to 
adopt that principle, we might as well 
recognize the fact that we have estab
lished a precedent for the wealthiest 
people of the United States to get a 
tremendous windfall which they never 
expected. The oil and gas· interests do 
not expect us to exempt their royalties 
from taxation or even to cut the taxation 
on their royalties by about 60 percent; 
but if we do this for coal, they will expect 
it, they will be demanding it of us, and 
frankly, they will have a very good 
argument. 

The argument was made, and made 
very effectively, by the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia, that the oil 
industry should support the coal indus
try, and vice versa, and that those of us 
who happen to live in States producing 
a great deal of oil ought to support the 
coal industry. This very bill, as I under
stand, provides very favorable treatment 
for coal in the way of depletion allow'." 
ance. Oil is not getting any additional 
depletion allowance in the bill. When 
we are talking about extraction, we are 
talking in terms of transactions which 
get a depletion allowance for that very 
reason. Why should we go further and 
permit a depletion allowance? I see no 
reason for it. 

Mr. President, we may as well realize 
that for the most part the coal operators 
are not involved in this request. In fact, 
it is the coal operators who could be con
strued as· benefiting, from the fact that 
they are paying what is asserted to be a 
low price for coal leases; but the oper
ators are not being arffected one way or 
other, so far as the junior Senator from 
Louisiana can determine. 

However, it would be well for us to 
notice that there are only a few, or a 
limited number of royalty owners, with 
respect to coal. It has been pointed out 
to me that one company would benefit to 
the extent of a $420,000·tax re_duction if 
the House provision should remain in 
the bill. Another company might bene
fit to the extent of $1 ,000,000 or more. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LONG. I yield to the Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President; let me as
sure the Senator from Louisiana that in 
opposing his amendment I have spoken 
for the numerous coal owners, coal oper
ators and more than 125,000 coal miners 
of West Virginia. 

Mr. LONG. I accept the Senator's 
·statemznt, and I will be glad to agree 
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that he represents what he considers 
to be the best interests of all the work
ers of his State, as well as of the people 
in the industries of his State. Never
theless, Mr. President, we have a much 
stronger argument for giving oil and gas 
royalties of this kind of preferenti'al 
treatment than in the case of coal. Oil 
and gas royalties are broken down, and 
just as strong an argument could be 
made for them. 

Therefore, Mr. President, it would 
seem unreasonable to think that the 
royalty owners should get this windfall. 
It has been argued that coal µlining is 
a depressed industry, particularly so far 
as it pertains to those who have leased 
their coal mines. If that be true, why 
should the American taxpayer be asked 
to pay the expense of subsidizing the 

- lessor of the coal? If they are in a de
pressed condition, possibly they ought to 
raise their price. Possibly the Price Sta
bilization organization ought to look into 
it. But that is not a proper reason for 
passing an additional tax burden on to 
the American taxpayer. 

Therefore, Mr. President, all of these 
arguments merely boil down to one thing, 
namely, that this is a case of taking 
one little taxpayer who has been accus
tomed to paying taxes at the normal rate, 
and cutting his tax by 60 percent. At 
the same time, we are raising the tax 
on everyone else. It would be creating 
a bad precedent. 

Mr. President. one of the soundest 
Members of this Senate is the distin
guished Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN]. He himself pointed out in 

. the hearings, at page 677, the following: 
We have got.to watch what we are doing 

here because pretty soon we are establish
ing precedent& in other fields. 

He had in mind the oil and gas pro
ducers, the gravel producers, and the 
sulfur producers, meaning that they 
would expect the same type of treat
ment with regard to the natural assets 
they take from the soil, which would 
probably mean that we would be given 
exemptions amounting to $100;000,000. 

Mr. President, if we are going to heed 
the argument that the ordinary cutting 
of timber has been given capital gains 
treatment, and, therefore, the extrac
tion of every other natural asset should 
be given the same treatment, I do not 
know how we can prevent a very major 
tax slash being granted to those who 
are well able to pay. 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. How much time do I 
have, Mr. President? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has one minute left. 

Mr. LONG. I promised I would yield 
1 minute to the Senator from New York 
[Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, if we 
adopt this exemption, we will have to 
adopt a similar one for every natural 
resource in the country. There can be 
no di1Ierentiation at all. That is my 
:first point. 

The second point is that i do not see 
any difference, so far as depreciation is 
concerned, between running an orchard 
and being interested in an o:tlice build· 

ing. There is depreciation in both cases. 
In the case of coal there is already a 
liberal depletion allowance, and that, 
under the bill, is being double4. There 
is no depletion allowance; except a very 
small one, in the case of an o:tlice build
ing, a residence, a farm, an orchard, or 
any similar property. There is no merit 
in considering it a matter of capital 
gain. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. LoNGJ. 

· Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, my 
name was brought into the discussion 
by the distinguished junior Senator from 
Louisiana, perhaps carrying the impli
cation that I favor his amendment. 

I gave very close attention to the mat
ter in the committee, and I am opposed 
to the Senator's amendment, and I am 
in favor of the committee version. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Sena~or from Louis
iana [Mr. LONG]. Ori this question the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Bennett 
Benton 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Butler, Md. 
Butler, Nebr. 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Clements 
Connally 
Cordon 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Frear 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Green 
Hayden 
Hendrickson 

Hennings McMahon 
Hickenlooper Millikin 
Hill Mc:>nroney 
Hoey Moody 
Holland Morse 
Humphrey Mundt 
Hunt Murray 
Ives Neely 
Jenner Nixon 
Johnson, Colo. O'Conor 
Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Kefauver Robertson 
Kem Russell 
Kerr Saltonstall 
Kilgore Schoeppel 
Knowland Smathers 
Langer Smith, Maine 
Lehman Smith, N. J. 
Lodge Sparkman 
Long Stennis 
Magnuson Taft 
Malone Underwood 
Martin Watkins 
Maybank Welker 
McCarran Wiley 
McCarthy Williams 
McClellan Young 
McFarland 
McKellar 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Smathers in the chair). A quorum is 
present. 

The question is on the amendment of 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG]. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 

that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. · 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], and the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. SMITHJ are absent on of
ficial business, and if present and voting 
they would each vote "nay." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce th.at 
,the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 

is absent on official business, and, if pres
ent he would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
THYEJ is absent by leave of the Senate, 
and if present, he would vote "nay." 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[MI'. TOBEY] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator fron1 Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
DuFF] is detained on official business. 

The result was announced-yeas 16, 
nays 72, as follows: 

Aiken 
Benton 
Douglas 
Green 
Humphrey 
Lehman 

Bennett 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Butler, Md. 
Butler, Nebr. 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Clements 
Connally 
Cordon 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Frear 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 

Anderson 
Brewster 
Chavez 

So Mr. 
jected. 

YEAS-16 
Lodge 
Long 
McMahon 
Moody 
Morse 
Pastore 

NAYS-72 

Russell 
Smathers 
Stennis 
Williams 

Hayden McCarthy 
Hendrickson McClellan 
Hennings McFarland 
Hickenlooper McKellar 
Hill Millikin 
Hoey Monroney 
Holland ~ Mundt 
Hunt Murray 
Ives Neely 
Jenner Nixon 
Johnson, Colo. O'Conor 
Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney 
Johnston, S. C. Robertson 
Kefauver Saltonstall 
Kem · Schoeppel 
Kerr Smith, Maine 
Kilgore Smith, N. J. 
Knowland Sparkman 
Langer Taft 
Magnuson Underwood 
Malone Watkins 
Martin · Welker 
l14aybank Wiley 
McCarran Young 

NOT VOTING-8 
Duft' Tobey 
Smith, N. C. Wherry 
Th ye 

LoNG's amendment was re-

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to call up my amendment desig
nated "9-22-51-11." This amendment 
relates to the so-called family partner- · 
ship provisions. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. McFARLAND. How long will the 

Senator need to debate this amendment? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I was about to 

suggest 30 minutes to a side. 
Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 

ask ·unanimous consent that debate on 
this amendment be limited to 30 minutes 
to a side, the time to be controlled by the 
-Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUM
PHREY] and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE]; that d~bate on any 
amendments to the amendment be 
limited to 30 minutes, 15 minutes to a 
side, the time to be controlled by the 
proponent of the amendment and the 
Senator from Georgia--

Mr. · MALONE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. Do I correctly under

stand that this request applies only to 
the one amendment? 

Mr. McFARLAND. It applies only to 
the one amendment. I also add to the 
request that all amendments to the 
amendment must be germane. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the request of the Senator 
from Arizona? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask f.or the yeas and nays on this amend
ment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota will be stated. 

The amendment offered by Mr. HUM
PHREY (for himself, Mr. MORSE, Mr. 
DOUGLAS, Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. LEHMAN, 
Mr. MURRAY, Mr. NEELY, Mr. LANGER, 
Mr. GREEN, Mr. KILGORE, and Mr. MAG
NUSON) was, beginning on pag~ 202, line 
18, to strike through line 5, on page 207, 
being section 339, relating to family 
partnerships. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
this is like rehearsing an old play, or 
retelling an old story, because it was 
just . a year ago, on September l, 1950, 
tha t a provision similar to this amend
ment was discussed in the old Supreme 
Court Chamber, when we were meeting 
in that historic room on a very historic 
occasion, in the discussion of the tax 
bill of 1950. I am sure that the same 
characters and the same great dramatic 
artists who opposed this amendment at 
that time will rise again to give the same 
kind of brilliant opposition, but we shall 
persist. 

The amendment proposes to strike out 
what is known as the family partner
ship provision in the tax bill. The 
House of Representatives made a spe
cial provision in its bill for family part
nerships. The House provision was 
adopted by the Senate last year, but fell 
by the wayside in conference. It is back 
again, with an added wrinkle. This 
time it is made retroactive to December 
31, 1938. . 

The House provision on family part
nerships, which is not retroactive-and 
this is the new wrinkle added by the 
Senate-allows, for example, a father 
who operates a business to reduce his 
tax by making gifts to each of his chil
dren of an interest in his business. The 
children, of course, need not work or 
make any substantial contribution to 
the business. An infant of 6 months-
yea, an ~nfant of 6 days-yea, one of 6 
hours, may be a partner. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, 
will the Sena tor yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I ask the able 
Senator whether his amendment would 
have the effect of repealing the split
income provision or the community
property provision. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. This is an 
entirely different amendment. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator is 
not offering an amendment to affect 
those provisions? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Not at this time. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. This is not such 

an amendment? 
Mr. HUMPHREY. No. This deals 

with family partnerships. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sena

tor. I must leave to go to a committee 
meeting. I wish to be heard in connec-

XCVII-764 

tion with the other amendment when it series of cases which were documented 
is presented. and placed in the RECORD from the Bu-

Mr. HUMPHREY. Under the family reau of Internal Revenue files. These 
partnership provision now· in the House are the most incredible cases a man 
bill. and in the Senate bill, a father may could ever dream of, cases so blatant and 
donate or contribute a share of his busi- open on their face as tax avoidance in
ness to his 6-month-old son, his 6-day- strumentalities that it would take the 
old son, or his 6-hour-old son, and make most clever and sinister tax lawyer even 
the child a partner. to figure them out. 

If the father wants to be technical What does the Senate family partner-
and a little more careful for legal pur- ship amendment do? The family part
poses, he can create a trust for his chil- nership amendment in the Senate bill 
dren, and he can immediately appoint says that all cases which are now in con
himself trustee, and in that capacity troversy, or cases which have not been 
become his own partner, and thereby settled up to date, and in which the 
deny the 6-day-old child the opportu- Bureau of Internal Revenue is attempt
nity of making those mature business ing to claim tax revenue which it ought 
decisions which should go with family to get, shall be invalidated. In other 
partnerships. words, they would be cleaned up, for 

Ordinarily a man would not seriously the benefit of those who used family 
consider making his infant children , partnerships during World w~r II as · a 
partners in his business. For the past ' means to evade taxation. 
10 years, however, our country has lived I repeat that in every war period, in 
in mortal peril. To meet that peril Con- every period of heavy Government 
gress has had to increase taxes. It has spending, in every period when one can 
had to increase earned income taxes and make a "fast buck," in every period of 
corporate taxes. As I have pointed out, American history when there has been 
every . time the Congress increases a chance for someone to get rich quick, 
earned income taxes or every time it the family partnership technique and 
increases corporate taxes, it places the family partnership tax loophole has 
greater temptation before the taxpayer been used again and again. Such part
to evade the payment of taxes by some nerships have increased at a fabulous 
tax loophole or gimmick. This is a rate. As a matter of fact, the rate of 
loophole which is really used. It is one increase is over 200 percent. In some 
which has been tried and tested and periods of time it has run as high as 300 
found by experience to work. percent. It is a loophole which is de-

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will signed for one purpose, namely, to avoid 
the Senator yield? the payment of the proper amount of 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. tax which is due from a business enter-
Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand that prise. 

this amendment, although it would af- I repeat, Mr. President, that every 
feet family partnership returns, which time someone avoids paying his fair 
are now uniform throughout the coun- share of the tax, Mr. Taxpayer will have 
try, could not legally affect the making to pay it out of his pocket. Every time 
of returns in community property someone cheats, and every time some
States. They would be the same. one gets good, legal tax advice which 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. permits him to avoid the payment of a 
It does not affect the community proper- fair share of the tax, the man without 
ty State situation. the tax attorney, the little fellow, the 

I want it to be perfectly clear, lest · wage earner, has to pick up the check, 
anyone think we are trying to do away which he can ill afford to do. 
with legal family partnerships, such as Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
a partnership in which a father and the Senator yield? 
three sons are all working in the business Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 
enterprise and making a substantial Mr DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
contribution to the enterprise, that there if the retroactive features alone go into 
is no such intention. Such a family effect the Treasury Department will 
partnership enterprise is legal. That is have to refund approximately $200,000,
what we call a true partnership, in fact, 000, which is now in litigation. 
and not in theory. No effort is made by Mr. HUMPHREY. That is my un-
those who are the proponents of this derstanding. 
amendment to do away with legal fam- Mr. DOUGLAS. And the refund of 
ily partnerships. What we are think- $200,000,000 will probably go to the 
ing about seriously is family partner- worst set of war profiteers the war has 
ships which are entered into for the pur- spawned. 
pose of tax avoidance. I submit that Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
tax avoidance becomes a paramount is- Illinois has stated the case concisely, ac
sue as we consider the tax bill. When curately, and courageously. If the ret
we raise earned-income rates and cor- roactive feature goes into effect--and 
porate rates a premium is placed upon the House bill was bad enough in that 
tax avoidance. The tax attorney finds regard-it will inean that every one of 
employment, and the tax consultant or these persons who is trying to clip a fast 
tax accountant finds a dozen new ways dollar by avoiding his fair share of the 
to open up the tax laws with reference tax burden of World War II, and who 
to the distribution of income, so that has hired smart, shifty tax attorneys, 
lower rates will be paid. will be able to be relieved of his tax 

A year ago we debated this question. burden. 
In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 96, What does it mean, Mr. President? It 
part 10, page 14103, continuing over means that some poor soul, who does not 
to page 14105, there are set forth a have an attorney at his eibow, who never 
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heard of a family partnership, will find 
that his earned income tax rate must 
go up. That is why we are talking about 
an 11-percent super tax on earned in
come. ·we must rig the tax laws with 
respect to earned income higher and 
higher because we are letting down the 
floodgates with respect to other people, 
which would not be the case if we did 
not put all these· "gimmicks" into the 
law. 

I submit that the burden of proof for 
the placing of this amendment in the 
bill rests with the Committee on Finance. 
Why must we have this kind of lan
guage in the bill? I repeat the question 
again and again. In the 30 minutes al
lotted to the opponents of my amend
ment I want them to answer certain 
questions. 

First, why must we have an extra pro
vision in the tax law for family partner
ships? Why is it not good enough to 
cover the person who makes a substan
tial contribution to a business, or who 
has an actual investment in the busi
ness? Is that not enough? Why must 
we open the floodgates·? Let me give an 
example. 

If a man's business earned a net in
come of $100,000 he would pay a tax 
at the rates which Congress has pre
scribed for $100,000 incomes. If he 
wants to give some of his money to his 
children, or set it aside in trust for their 
benefit, that is fine. That is what a man 
should do. That is what an honorable 
and decent citizen would do. However, 
first he ought to pay his tax on the 
money which he earns and continues to 
control. That is the situation with the 
kind of people with whom I have had 
the privilege to associate. If I wanted 
to set up a fund for my daughter, I 
would set it up out of my funds and I 
would not claim some kind of tax 
exemption. That is the way the bulk of 
the American people do business. But 
a man should not be allowed to take his 
two children into partnership with him, 
and pay a reduced tax on a part of his 
income; as if the children or the chil
dren's capital earned a third or a half of 
his income. 

As the law now stands, a single per
son earning $100,000 net pays an income 
tax of $66, 798. If we repealed the in
come-splitting gadget, the same man 
would pay that same tax even if he were 
married. Today, if the same man has a 
wife who has no income of her own and 
two children, and the couple files a joint 
return, their total tax is $51,912. By the 
fiction of income splitting-for this 
higher income group, I repeat, and not 
for S5 percent of the people-they save 
in taxes $15,886, which is just about the 
same amount as a Senator's entire sal-
ary. · . 

If we let our $100,000 income man take 
advantage of the new bill and form a 
partnership with his two babies, we have 
another situation. Let us assume that 
he keeps one-half of the income himself, 
because he does all the work, and that he 
gives each of his children a quarter in
terest in his business. The taxable in
come of the husband and wife is artifi
cially reduced to $50,000. The income 
of the child partners is assumed to be 

$25,000. The family tax bill is reduced 
still further. The husband-father files 
a joint return with his wife, and pays a 
tax of $19,592. Each baby has a tax 
paid for him of $9,796. The family tax 
bill on exactly the same income of $100,-
000 earned in exactly the same way as 
before is $39,184, instead of more than 
$50,000. In other words, one must be 
smart. All one must do is get a special 
degree in tax avoidance. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not believe 

that the Senator from Minnesota should 
be so harsh. Is that the law now? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is not the law 
now. It is what we · are talking about 
in the bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It would be the law 
if the bill should be enacted? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. If it were the law 

it would be incumbent upon a tax ex
pert to advise his clients that that was 
the law. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. He would be 
negligent and derelict in his duty if he 
did hot give such advice. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. In other words, the 
thing to do is to stop such a provision 
from becoming the law. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. It would not be 

tax avoidance if the law permitted it. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. It would be tax 

avoidance in the sense that the law 
would permit it to be done in a legal 
manner. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. It is the difference 

between doing it and keeping out of jail, 
and doing it and going to jail. We have 
heard something about catching those 
who do not pay taxes on their dividends 
and putting them in jail. This would 
afford an opportunity not to pay taxes 
and still stay out of jail. 

If the increased rates become law, the 
tax saving from split income and family 
partnerships will be even greater in dol
)ars and percentagewise. I do not see 
how anybody operating a business as an 
individual could afford not to take ad
vantage of the proposed loophole. I 
wish that the times were such that we 
could reduce everybody's taxes that 
much. I see no reason why a man in a 
position to take his children into his 
partnership should be singled out for 
any special privileged treatment. 

That is what .the House provision does. 
As I said, that is bad enough, if only 
for the future, because the House pro
vision projects itself to the future. The 
Senate bill is a double swinging door. 
One can come in and go out. It goes 
back 13 years and then goes ahead, as 
well. 

In earlier years, during 1939 and 1940, 
many people fell for the suggestion of 
smart lawyers and accountants, or fig
ured it out for themselves, that they 
might avoid taxes by taking their wives 
and children into so-called partnerships. 
That is exactly what they did. To get 
the tax advantage under the law as it is 
now and was then, they had to claim 
that wives and children were real part;. 

ners in the legal sense and that they 
intended to work together and invest 
tneir money together as bona fide part
ners. 

Those who formed valid partnerships 
in a bona fide way have been allowed 
by the Internal Revenue Bureau and 
the courts to split their incomes. Many 
had a little, but not enough, evidence 
that their wives or children contributed 
money of their own which did not come 
straight from papa, or who could prove 
that they did some work for the income 
they claimed was theirs for tax purposes. 
They had generally settled their cases 
and gotten some tax advantage, al
though not all they had claimed. 

Obviously there are a great many cases 
in which nothing happened except that 
the husband purported to make a gift to 
his wife and children. These cases the 
Government has refused to settle. The 
people involved in those cases are trying 
to make the new loophole, which the 
House has opened for the future, retro
active to minor cases all the way back 
to 1938. 

There was a time when Congress was 
making a studious effort to close loop
holes and to make people pay taxes on 
their real income at the rates Congress 
purported to fix. An alarming tendency 
is developing to open loopholes for the 
future principally by letting people split 
incomes and enlarging and extending the 
privilege of paying the capital gain rates 

. on half of the income they derive from 
certain kinds of transactions. It is bad 
enough to create a loophole by act of 
Congress. - It is bad enough to create a 
capital-gains loophole, but now we are 
apparently going to make a brand-new 
loophole. It is a loophole which was re
jected, I remind this body, last year in 
the conference report of the House and 
Senate on the tax bill of 1950. This 
partnership provision reaches a new 
high-or low. It opens a loophole of 
dubious merit for the future, retroac.: 
tively extending that loophole 13 years 
into the past. 

I recommend that the Senate delete 
the family-partnership provision. I 
strenuously urge that the Senate refuse 
to enact a measure for the private and 
unwarranted relief of unnamed and un
encumbered individuals- who in the past 
13 years formed family partnerships for 
tax-avoidance purposes. 

If the Bureau of Internal Revenue has 
taken tax money from some of the peo
ple-for example, in cases where soldiers 
were made partners, and then went to 
war-I see no objection to private bills 
for their relief. Even if some of those 
persons have lost their cases in court, 
they can be helped by a private bill, and 
in that way the entire issue can be de
cided on the merits of the individual case. 
I suspect that some of the most deserv
ing cases involve persons who believed in 
the bona tides of their pa,rtnership, took 
their case to court, and lost. However, 
this provision of the bill would give them 
no relief. 

The bill now before the Senate is a 
comprehensive revenue-raising bill, a 
war measure. The provision which we 
are discussing at this time would give no 
relief to the persons I have just men-
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tioned; wo~d apply only to cases which 
still have not gotten into court, but still 
are being higgled and jiggled in an at
tempt to work out an arrangement with 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue. The 
procedures and safeguards which we 
have established in the case of private 
bills have not been followed when we 
have focused on the complex and diffi
cult fiscal and legal problems involved 
in a revenue measure. Mr. President, 
let us not include private-relief meas
ures for high-bracket taxpayers in a bill 
of this sort. 

As I have said, a year ago we dis
cussed this question in the fullest detail. 
We had a case called the Tinkoft case, 
another case called .the Slifka case, an
other one called the Stanback case, an
other one called the Stone case, and 
about a dozen others which were out
standing examples of abuse of the fam
ily-partnership arrangement. Any rea
sonable group of men, any jury selected 
in the United States, would hold those 
cases on their face to be for only one 
purpose, namely, the purpose of avoid-· 
ing the payment of taxes. 

Mr. President, I shall not labor this 
issue any longer. I simply say that when 
we propose to enact a revenue-raising 
bill which strikes hard at legitimate 
business enterprise, as this measure does, 
and sharply raises the tax rate on earned 
individual i::icomes, from those in the 
highest bracket to those in the lowest 
bracket, it is unfair and does not follow 
any principle of equity, and certainly is. 
unwar.ranted at this critical period in our 
history, to place in the law and on the 
statute books a provision permitting 
those who wish to take advantage of it 
to escape their fair share of taxation. 

If this proposal were to become law, 
Mr. President, it would at least be a con
stant temptation to every businessman 
to try to turn his business into a fam
ily partnership, for the purpose of re
ducing his taxes. 

In this case, if this provision remains 
in the bill, just as in the case to which 

·the Senator from Louisiana referred a 
moment ago, when discussing the amend
ment preceding· the pending one, .we are 
setting a precedent. A few minutes ago 
the Senate decided to treat the income 
from coal royalties on a capital-gains 
basis. I say that next year there will be 
a Similar measure for oil, and later there 
will be a similar one for limestone, and 
later there will be a similar one for iron 
ore. In short, we have opened a Pan
dora's box, and such amendments will 
simply fty out in our faces. They will 
have to be accepted on the basis of logic, 
in View ·of the direction in which we 
already have moved. So we are opening 
up one loophqle after another. 

If we give. preferential treatment to 
one group, we will have to give it to an
other group, because the latter will say, 
"You did it for this group; how about 
helping us?" 

Mr. President, if we open up the bill 
for the abuse of the family-partnership 
system, I submit· that we shall never close 
it. 

We fought this proposal before. For 
years we fought off this tax-avoidance 
device. Last year we came close to 

losing. · Actually the provision passed 
one House last year, but was dropped in 
conference. 

At this time both the House and the 
Senate committee have been snared into 
it and have been convinced that such a 
proposal is a proper one. The House 
said, in effect, ".At least we will do it 
only in the future, from 1951 on." But 
the Senate committee has said, in effect, 
''We will go back to 1938." 

Mr. President, I wish to know why 
1938 was chosen. Why should not 1937 
have been chosen? Perhaps I can find 
someone around here who has a friend 
who would like to get under the tent; so 
why not select 1933? What is the mys
tery of December 31, 1938? 

All I can see about that date is that 
it was on the 1st of January 1939, that 
the United States began to :rearm. It 
was then that we began defense mobi
lization for World War II; and with de
fense mobilization, profits, including ex
orbitant profits, were made in many 
businesses and many industries. 

So we have here a device, proposed to 
be written into the tax law, to permit 
the profiteers--and I do not use that term 
in the sense of castigating any one 
group-to get .the bene:fit of tax avoid
ance, just as we did earlier, in permitting 
the holders of coal royalties to escape 
taxation. 

What a fine business all this is, Mr. 
President. Everyone who can figure out 
a special tax loophole is asking to have 
the Congress embody that loophole in the 
tax law, and the Congress is doing so. 

Mr. President, I say that the loophole 
in the case of family partnerships should 
be closed. At least, the provision should 
not be made retroactive. All such cases 
can be settled in the courts of law. 
Surely the provision now proposed to be 
included in the bill should not be pro
jected into the future, particularly at a 
time when the record bears me out when 
I say that this is a device which· is used 
in the defense mobilization periods in the 
history of our country. That is its 
record. 

Mr. _LEHMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me 
for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
FREAR in the Chair). Does the Senator 
from Minnesota yield to the Senator 
from New York? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. LEHMAN. As I understand, un

der the provision reported by the com
mittee, any unscrupulous person who 
desired to evade taxes could nominally 
take into partnership any member of 
his family, regardless of whether that 
member made any contribution what
soever to the interest of the firm, and 
regardless of the ·age of the member of 
the family. In other words, if my inter
pretation is correct, any person who 
wished to evade taxathm could give a 
partnership share · of his business and of 
his profits-to an infant child, and could 
get away with such an arrangement. · 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. 
Mr. LEHMAN. How can anyone de

f end such a proposal? That seems to 
me to be so clearly contrary to the public 
interest that I do not understand hpw 

anyone could defend a device of that 
sort. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Possibly some in
fant children would possess such great 
genius that they could make some ma
ture decisions. However, under the pro
vision presented to us by the committee, 
a father could put the child's interest in 
a trust fund, and then the father could 
become the trustee, with the result that 
thereafter the child's interest would be 
in cold storage, so to speak, while the 
.father made all the decisions. 

Mr. LEHMAN. That could be done in 
the case of a child only 1 day old, could 
it not? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 
Mr. President, I repeat that with split

income devices and family-partnership 
devices in effect business concerns 
which would like to avoid paying their 
fair share of taxes would be able legally 
to a void paying them, if such devices 

·were provided in the law as enacted. 
Therefore, Mr. President, I ask that 

this section of the bill be amended in 
accordance. with the proposal which I, 
together with my cosponsors, have sub
mitted. That proposal would strike 
from the bill both the House provision 
and the provision reported by the Senate 
committee, both of which are uncalled 
for. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President
Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres-

ident- · 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I yield 

10 minutes to the Senator from Ne
braska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska is recognized for 
10 minutes. · 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres
ident, I wish to address myself to section 
339 of the pending bill, relating to the 
tax treatment of family partnerships, 
which appears beginning on page 202. 
Subsections (a) and (b) are identical 
with the House version of the oill; sub
section (c) provides that the amendment 
shall apply to all taxable years to which 
the Internal Revenue Code is applicable. 
The section is designed to eliminate the 
present confusion with respect to the in
come-tax treatment of so-called family 
partnerships, by clearly setting forth 
that the principles applicable to these 
cases are the same as those which have 
been applied to all other forms of prop
erty during the entire history of the in
come-tax laws. 

The statute provides that, if an inter
est in a partnership is actually owned 
by any person, that person is taxable 
upon his share of the partnership income, 
whether or not that interest was acquired 
by gift from a member of his family. 
The section precludes the application of 
rules of thumb which have been vari
ously applied in the past by some of the 
lower courts, and it makes clear that 
the test is whether the donee, after the 
purported gift, actually owns an interest 
in the partnership. The section gives 
the Commissioner and the courts com
plete :freedom to examine all the facts of 
any case and to disregard sham or un
real transactions relating to partnership 
interests as fully as such transactions in 
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connection with any other forms of prop
erty are disregarded. Moreover, the sec
tion provides two specific safeguards 
against the ·deflection of a donor's in-

. come. First, partnership income must 
be computed after the allowance of rea
sonable compensation for the donor's 
personal services. Second, the distribu
tive shares of partnership income must 
be proportionate to the respective capital 
accounts. 

Representative CuRTIS of Nebraska 
and I have had a protracted correspond
ence with the Secretary of the Treasury 
in an attempt to obtain a clear state
ment of the Bureau's present policy in 
these cases and what change would be 

· effected by section 339, arid what loss of 
revenue the change might involve. 
While the statement is not as clear or 
concise as might be desired, it is fair to 
conclude from this correspondence that 
the Commissioner is committed to prin
ciples not significantly different from. 
those set forth in the bill. Although 
I specifically requested it, the Com
missioner has not furnished a single ex
ample of a set of facts where a partner
ship would be valid under the bill which 
would not be valid under the statement 
of principles which he now states he 
considers applicable. It would seem a.p
parent, therefore, that any revenue loss 
from the proposed section would ·be 
negligible. If, on the other hand, the 
Commissioner's subordinates are apply
ing rules which have no justification in 
logic or law and which are contrary to 
his own statement of principle, then any 
revenue loss is simply a restitution of 
taxpayers' money which should never 
have been collected. 

The section should certainly be retro
active to the effective date of the code, 
because there was never any intention 
on the part of Congress to deny .income 
tax effect to a bona fide and valid part
nership because the interest was derived 
by gift from another partner. The ex
action of a tax upon such a principle is 
completely without justification in the 
statutes; and an illegal tax can never be 
justified by the fact that the amount is 
large. 

The section substitutes a clear and 
simple statement of principle for the 
confusion and uricertainty which have 
been created during the past 10 years 
by hundreds of litigated cases and by the 
failure of the Bureau to issue a clear 
statement of policy. Whatever form the 
Bureau's policy might otherwise ulti
mately take, the complexity resulting 
from the present confusion, and litiga
tion makes it highly desirable for Con
gress at this time to erect a signpost 
which can be followed by the Commis
sioner and the taxpayer and Congress in 
settling pending cases and preventing 
further unnecessary confusion. 

erly, felt that under the Constitution 
tax bills and appropriation bills should 
originate in the House. I was delighted 
that the House Members saw fit to in
clude in this bill section 339 in the form 
in which it came from the House~ 

I am sorry that the Secretary of the 
Treasury did not give me a definite reply 
so that we could estimate the amount 
of money which he thinks may possibly 
be. lost by the enactment of this pro
vision. But it is safe to say that the 
facts to date, and the testimony of the 
Treasury itself, are to the effect that 
they are winning only about 25 percent 
of their cases in .the Tax Court. I my
self am not a lawyer, but I think that 
when they can win only about 25 percent 
of the · cases, they perhaps do not have 
a ·very good statute to begin with. Cer
tainly with the enactment of the pro
vision which is now in the House bill 
and which was included in the Senate 
committee version of the bill, I doubt 
that they- will win even 10 percent of 
any such cases; and no cases should be 
won unless there is fraud, and where 
there is fraud the tax should be im
posed exactly the same as in any other . 
case in court. 

Mr. President, I have had consider
able correspondence with the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue regarding the family
partnership question, extending over 
some time, in an endeavor to ascertain 
the Treasury's objection to the amend
ment, and also to learn the Bureau's 
position in allowing or disallowing such 
family partnerships for tax purposes. 
I received a letter from the Commission
er describing the Bureau's present pol
icy, which seemed to me to be identical 
with the rules prescribed in the House 
provision. In other words, the Bureau's 
formal position on family partnerships, 
according to the description in the Com
missioner's own letter, seemed to be ex
actly the same as the rule for which we 
are contending. 

The Treasury, however, has continued 
to insist that this amendment should 
not be adopted, and has contended that 
it will open up loopholes in the law which 
do not exist under the Bureau's policy. 
To reconcile this apparent contradiction, 
I specifically asked the Treasury to sup
ply me with a single ·hypothetical case 
of a family partnership which would be 
validated under the language of the 
House provision, but not allowed as such 
by the Bureau. I shall include at the 
close of my remarks a copy of the letter 
which I wrote to the Secretary of the · 
Treasury under date of September 17, 
covering that subject. I may say that 
I received word from the Treasury today 

. that the reply to my letter had been 
: prepared, but that it would be impos
; sible to get it to me today. I replied 
. that I expected that the amendment 
; might be brought up today, or almost 
1 at any time, and that I would like to 
; have the reply. If I receive a reply to
~ morrow and it th.rows any considerable 
; or additional light on the subject, I shall 
i include it in ·the RECORD, and also the 
t letter which I wrote to the Secretary of 
t the Treasury. 

Mr. President, section 339 in effect is 
the same as the provision which the 
Senate has passed previously at least· 
twice and I think three times, by attach-: 
ing it as an amendment to a revenue'. 
bill which was before the Finance Com-· 
mittee, which was passed by the Sen-: 
ate, which amendment was later stricken 
out in conference on the insistence ot 
the House, becaµse the conferees on the 
part of the House, I think -perhaps prop-: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
. 1 time of the Senator from Nebraska ha~ 

'."expired. ~ 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. May I 
have one more minute? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield the Senator a 
minute. 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Presi
dent, it appears to me that the Treasury 
cannot give us a single possible case of 
a family partnership which would be in
admissible under present Bureau policy 
but valid under this amendment. I 
therefore suggest that the amendment 
will simply write into firm law the very 
principles which the Bureau contends 
are now foliowed by it. If that is the 
case, I cannot see the slightest reason 
for refusing to adopt the provision in the 
Senate bill. 

Mr. President, I _ask that the letter 
to the Treasury, dated September 17, to 
which I referred earlier, be printed in tlie 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 
· There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD; 
as follows: 

SEPTEMBER 17, 1951. 
Hon. JOHN· W. SNYDER, 

Secretary of the Treasury.-
MY DEAR SECRETARY SNYDER: Thank you for 

the letter of September 5, 1951, signed by Mr. 
Lynch as Acting Secretary, in which it is 
stated that the bureau's present position on 
family partnership differs from the provision 
of H. R. 4473. 

Mr. Lynch expresses anxiety that the stat
ute would foreclose consideration of elements 
tending to disprove the good faith of the · 
partnership. The Ways and Means Commit
tee could not have made it more clear that 
the statute does not sanction any sham 
transaction in connection with partnership 
interests any more than the law sanctions 
such transactions in connection with cor
porate stock or any other property. I call 
your attention to the following paragraph in 
the Ways and Means Committee report, which 
seems to me to dispel any fears along this 
line: 

"The amendment leaves the Commissioner 
and the courts free to inquire in any case 
whether the donee or purchaser actually owns 
the interest in the partnership which the 
transferor purports to have given or sold him. 
Cases will arise where the gift or sale is a 
mere sham. Other cases will arise where the 
transferor retains so many of the incidents . 
of ownership that he will continue to be 
recognized as a substantial owner of the in
terest which he purports to have given .away, 
as was held by the Supreme Court in an anal
ogous trust situation involved in the case 
of Helvering v. Clifford (309 U.S. 351). The 
same standards apply in determining the 
bona tides of alleged family partnerships as 
in determining the bona fl.des of other trans
actions between family members. Transac
tions between persons in a close family group, 
whether or not involving partnership inter
ests, afford much opportunity for deception 
and should be subject to close scrutiny. All 
the facts and circumstances at the time of 
the purported gift and during the periods 
preceding and following it may be taken into 
consideration in determining the bona fides 
or lack of bona tides of a purported gift or 
sale." 

In any event, in the light of the answers 
given by the Commissioner of Internal 
Reven~e in his letter of July 26, 1951, to the 
specific sets of fact therein considered, I 
find it hard to understand how the statute 
could cause ·any donee to be recognized as 
a par.tner who would not be recognized as 
a partner under that letter. In my letter 

. of August 20 to you, I suggested that you 
furnish me an example of any such case. 
Your letter of September 5 does not contain. 
any example'- of a' case in wJaich a partner
ship would be · recognized by the statute 
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which would not be valid undei: the Commis
sioner's letter. 

I again suggest that you state for me a 
concrete set of facts which you consider 
typical of the many family-partnership cases 
now pending in the Bureau and the courts 
in which a partnership, which would be in· 
valid under the Commissioner's letter, would 
be validated by the statute. This matter has 
been under consideration by your office for 
a long time, and my request was made ·first 
nearly 2 months ago. If such a set of facts 
exists, you should be able to furnish me 
with a statement of it ·promptly. It ·is most 
important that I have it immediately so 
that I may consider it in advance of the 
final action which .we are required to take 
within the next few days. 

Sincerely yours, 
HUGH BUTLER, 

United States Senator, Nebraska. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not .know whether. any other. Senator 
wants to speak on the amendment. May 
I inquire how much time remains on 
the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ·The 
Senator from Georgia has 19 minutes, 
and the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY] has 4 minutes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I de
sire to make a brief statement. 

The Senator from Minnesota and some 
other Senators have fallen into the habit 
of averring, if not charging that delib
erate loopholes are put into tax statutes 
for the purpose of enabling ·people to 
avoid paying taxes. Personally, I care 
nothing about these assertions, but I do 
think that such statements as have been 
made are likely to be taken up by irre
sponsible columnists, such as Drew Pear
son, and others, and published over the 
country, and it will be said that no one 
has denied them. It is embarrassing 
for the Congress, the Government itself, 
to be brought under such general blanket 
charges without the slightest foundation 
in fact. 

I now specifically deny all innuendoes, 
all charges, all statements, that. anyone 
has l).ad any improper motive or has been 
actuated by any improper purpose in 
trying to write tax legislation. 

The particular amendment now pend
ing furnishes a shining example of reck
less statements. I call them that be
cause they are reckless. What is the rea
son why the head of a house cannot have 
a partnership with his wife or with his 
children? There is not now and never 
bas been any law which would forbid a 
father entering into a bona fide partner
ship with his son, his daughter, ·Or his 
wife. It is true that in considering trans
actions between the father, the wife, and 
the. child, careful scrutiny will be ap
plied to the transactions. We inquire 
into the good faith of the transactions. 
If the transaction is a sham, it will be 
disregarded. If it has been made for 
some ulterior purpose, particularly one 
against public policy, it will be disre
garded. But if it is a bona fide transac
tion, I submit that all the columnists, all 
the-reckless statements· to the contrary 
notwithstanding, any man may make a 
bona fide, honest partnership with a 
wife, with a son, or with a daughter. To 
say otherwise is to make ridiculous all 
the laws of this country. 

What is the situation with reference 
to Ian~? A father. may give lariq . to his 

wife, he may give it to his children, he 
may give it to an infant, he may give it to 
a child of any age, and the transaction 
is good, under the law, in the forum of 
any State of this Nation, so far as I 
know, and it is good so far as taxes go, 
Such a right has never been questioned; 
it cannot be questioned. The transac
tion itself may be questioned as not hav
ing been made in good faith. It may be a 
sllam; it may be a fraud; but if the head 
of the family is possessed of a thousand 
acres of land and he has five boys, he 
can give each one of them 100 acres of 
that -land, and it is their land, and the 
income from the land is theirs. The tax
ing authorities do not question it. In
deed, they cannot question it. 

The father can organize a corporation. 
He can take the business, which worries 
some Senators, and organize a corpora
tion, put the whole thin·g in the .corpora
tion, and issue capital stock. He can 
give that capital stock to his wife, to his 
daughter, to his son, to an infant child, 
or to a grandchild, and there is not a 
court in the land that can touch it. That 
is their property, if it is a bona fide gift 
of the donor. That is all there is to it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Georgia 
yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Iowa. . 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I want to be 
sure that I correctly understand the 
situation. Is it not a fact that the at
titude of the Internal Revenue Bureau 
toward such transactions as the f orma
tion of such partnerships, assuming that 
the gift or the transfer by the father to 
the son is absolute, and completely vests 
the title of the property in a member of 
the family, is to take the peculiar posi
tion that while they do not question the 
validity of the gift or the validity of the 
transfer, so far as the property itself 
is concerned, and . recognize that the 
property is vested in the donee, neverthe
less for tax purposes they say, "We do 
not recognize it and we will charge the 
donor for the entire tax," meanwhile 
recognizing and admitting that the 
property has been transferred and the 
recipient is to be protected under the law · 
in the ownership of the property itself. 
That is rather an anomalous situation, 
is it not? 

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; and when the 
court is not a wise court. it has taken 
that position. The Senator is quite cor
rect. The Internal Revenue Department 
has attempted to take that position. 
Since the Tower case and the Culbertson 
case, there has been confusion about the 
subject, and lack of . clarity. Some of 
the i:ax courts and some of the other 
courts have tried to eliforce the views of 
the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
and the Department of Justice has 
brought suits all over the country. The 
record up to date is that they have won 
hardly 25 percent of those cases. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield for another 
question? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. One more ex

ample. Assuming always, of course, that 
the gift, sale, or transfer from the donor 
to the donee within the family is an 

actual and complete vesting of title un
der the laws of the State governing, has 
it come to the attention of the Senator, 
as it has to mine, that in instances 
where the Internal Revenue Department 
attempts to and aoes collect the total 
income taxes from the donor and not 
from the donee, still the Internal Reve
nue Department does not refund the gift 
taxes which the Government has re
ceived upon 'the gift, where it is a gift? 
In other words, the Government retains 
the gift taxes on the property which 
the donor has given to the donee, collects 
the total income taxes from ·the donor 
and does not refund the gift taxes? 

Mr. GEORGE. They deny the part
nership. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. They deny 
the partnership for the purpose of col
lecting an income tax from the donor. 

Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. But they do 

not refund the gift tax. 
Mr. GEORGE. Such cases as that 

have been brought to my attention . .. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. When there is 

a gift they do not refund the gift tax 
that has been collected, thereby recog
nizing the validity of the transfer of the 
ownership of the property, but refusing· 
to recognize it for tax purposes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 
Mr. LEHMAN. I wonder whether the 

Senator from Georgia would advise me 
if he thinks that it looks like a bona fide 
transaction when a father takes a 10-day 
old son or daughter into partnership, 
particularly when the profits that may 
accrue to that infant child would in
evitably remain under the trusteeship 
or control of the father, since he is deal
ing with a minor. 

Mr. GEORGE. If the profits are at
tributable to the interest that passed to 
the child, it would be an uncivilized State 
that would not recognize the title in the 
child. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Certainly under the 
language of the bill it would be perfectly 
legal. That is what we are objecting 
to. The partnership is supposed to be 
composed of men or women who con
tribute something. Certainly an infant 
child contributes nothing in the way of 
work, and the chances are he cannot 
contribute ·anything in the way of 
capital. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator talks like 
the Tax Board and the Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue on this particular 
point. The child does contribute some
thing. If the father makes a bona fide 
gift of one-fifth or one-sixth or one
half he does contribute. He does not 
get anything under this bill for his labor, 
because obviously he does not perform 
any. He gets only whatever his interest 
in the partnership is, measured by the 
interest which has passed to him. If it 
is not a bona fide transaction or trans
fer, or if the father controls power over 
the property in such a way as to give 
him ownership in the eyes of the law, 
then, of course, the child does not be
come the owner. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, wtll 
the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. If the-father gives 
the gift to the child, and the father has 
himself appointed trustee over the child 
an<.1 the gift, is he not in actual control? 

Mr. GEORGE. Not necessarily. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Not necessarily? 
Mr. GEORGE. Not necessarily. It 

depends upon what the powers of the 
trustee are. If the trusteeship is a bona 
fide one it may be all right. In the iden
tical case, the father can incorporate 
the business and convey to the child by 
gift absolute title, to a share of the stock, 
or to one or more shares of stock, or to 
an interest in land. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield for a 
question? 

Mr. GEORGE.. Yes; I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Georgia said that the infant child can 
be a bona fide partner. But is not the 
test of partnership that the so-called 
partner shall make a direct and positive 
contribution to the partnership, either 
(a) through personal effort, or (b) 
through capital put into the business? 
The infant child makes no personal con
tribution, and any capital that is put in 
is derived from the. partnership itself, 
so that there is no positive contribution 
of the infant child. 

Mr. GEORGE. If he makes a contri
bution of capital, it does not make .. any 
difference where he got it, whether his 
granqmother gave it to him, or his aunt, 
whether his godfather· gave it to him, 
or his own father gave it to him. If he 
makes a capital contribution to the part
nership, he is entitled to a return on that 
interest-not for services rendered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to 

have the Senator from Georgia tell me 
how a 6-month-old child makes this 
great, deliberate decision to make a cap
ital investment in his father's business. 
I mean, what words does he use? · What 
writing does he use? How does-he de
termine it? 

Mr. GEORGE. Fortunately we live in 
a civilized country where the father can 
make a decision for the son or the child. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. There is where we 
get the answer. 

Mr GEORGE. Or his mother can 
make it, or his grandfather can make it, 
and can convey property for him. 

Mr. KERR. Mr. Preside'nt, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield, but first I 
want to say that there is no law against 
the formation of a partnership with a 
minor of any particular age. It does not 
make any difference if that minor, 
through gift or otherwise, owns anything 
that he puts into it or that goes into it, 
he has a partnership interest. That ·is 
all the law recognizes. 

Mr. KERR. Is it not a fact that the 
provision merely recognizes two of the 
oldest and most cherished and most hon
ored principles of the race: No. 1, that 
the parent. does have the responsibility 
for the guardianship of the child and 
the child's assets, and, No. 2, that the 

· integrity of the partnership relation 

that can exist between people is to be 
guarded? 

Mr. GEORGE. That is true, but there 
is a limitation. He cannot assign his 
earnings. 

Mr. KERR. That is correct. 
Mr. GEORGE. He can assign his 

property. . 
Mr. KERR. And is it not true that 

partnership is the oldest form of joint 
enterpri&e known to the English race, to 
the English law, and to the American 
law? 

Mr. GEORGE. I think that ~s correct. 
The cases in point, let me say, arose 
first in connection with bona fide pai::t
nerships between husband and wife. 
Now, since the split income provision has 
been written into our law, the part.ner
ship of the wife with the husband, so far 
as the future is concerned, is taken care 
of in any event. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for another ques
tion? 

Mr. GEORGE. Will the Senator from 
Iowa permit me to finish the statement? 
What I have just stated is trPe. so far 
as partnerships between husband and 
wife are concerned. Then the question 
arises whether we will not clarify the 
law, and get away from decisions, par
ticularly those in the Tower and Cul
bertson cases, and other cases that really 
brought' about confusion, which arose, I 
dare say, because there was not a clear 
conception of the old principle, or the 
equitable principle, which was involved. 
That is what this section is intended and 
designed to do. It does not open the 
door for any closed case. It does not 
open it for any case that is barred by 
the statute. But if the case is still pend
ing, if it is still open, of the statute has 
not run against it, it does protect the 
partnership to the extent of the capital 
interest of the partnership, along with 
tll'c head of the partnership, the father. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. GEORGE. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I ask the Sen- . 

ator if situations of this kind have not 
come to his attention, which I under
stand are rather frequent over the coun
try: Take, for example, the case of a 
father who has made a complete gift 
to a minor child or to his wife; gift
taxes have been paid, and the property 
has become completely vested in the 
donee. The Internal Revenue Bureau 
says that the donor, the father, is re.:. 
sponsible for all the income in connec
tion with that partnership. But in the 
case of a minor child who has a guardian 
completely removed from the father, 
that guardian, in addition to the father, 
or the donor, paying all the income tax, 
as an individual, can proceed against 
the partnership and the father for a full 
share of the return that is made, in 
that partnership, and therefore the 
donor is not only charged with the full 
income tax, but he is charged with ac
counting, for instance, to the minor in 
addition for the share to which that 
minor is entitled. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
· of the Senator from Georgia has "ex
pired. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I did not know that the Senator was 
speaking on limited time. . 
' Mr. GEORGE. Yes; very limited. 

What the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota fails to apprehend is that 
when the father parts with valuable 
property to his minor child, the owner
ship of that property goes from the 
father, if the transaction was a bona 
fide one. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Minnesota has 4 minutes. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, - I 

wish to take up-at the end of the phrase 
of the Senator from Georgia. It is per
fectly true that when the father trans
fers a property as a gift to a child, the 
ownership is transferred to the child, 
but the control remains in the father. 
The United States Supreme Court has 
upheld what the junior Senator from 
Minnesota is now saying. The case of 
Tinkot! v. Commissioner, 120 Federal, 
2d, 564, was noted in the majority opin
ion of Mr. Chief Justice Vinson in Com
missioner v. Culbertson (1949), (337 U. 
S. 733), as the "reductio ad absurdum 
of the theory that children may be part
ners with their parents before they are 
capable of being entrusted with the dis
position of partnership funds or of con
tributing substantial services." 

The United States Supreme Court says 
what everyone must recogni?:e, that any 
father knows that a child of 2 years of 
age . is incapable of making a decision 
as to the disposition of property in his 
possession. 

The Senator from Georgia has stated 
the case clearly and concisely for this 
amendment, namely, that when prop
erty is transferred to a child the con.; 
trol still vests in the father. 

This is nothing more nor less' than a 
shameful . act of permitting tax avoid
ance. I submit that the record bears me 
out. What did the courts hold? The 
courts set up the test of good faitil, and 
acting with a business purpose in the 
conduct of an enterprise, in order for 
a family partnership to be given tax 
recognition. 

What does the Senate provision set 
up, and what does the House provision 
set up? They replace the good faith and 
business purpose tests with the mere 
test that the gift of a capital share is a 
real gift, and that ownership by the 
recipient is actual ownership. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President will 
the Senator yieid? ' 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Actual ownership 
means not only the ownership, but the 
control of property. If I . should give 
to my four children a portion of my 
personal income or my personal prop
erty, is there anyone who believes that 
I would not control it? Does anyone 
believe that any father who does such 
a thing does not control the property? 

·Of course he controls it. He who giveth 
taketh away. Does anyone believe that 
6-month-old Johnny is going to hire an 
attorney to fight his father? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President-
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mt. President, my:· 

time is very limited. 
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Bona fide partnerships, of course, are 

legal. A bona fide partnership means a 
partnership for the purpose of conduct
ing a business, a partnership in which 
services are contributed for the conduct 
of the business. No court in the land 
would overthrow a bona fide partner
ship; but I submit that the cases we are 
talking about are partnerships which 
are not bona fide, partnerships entered 
into for the purpose of dividing the in
come for tax-evasion purposes. 

It is a strange thing that from 1939 
at the beginning of World War II, th~ 
number of family partnerships steadily 
increased. At that time there were · 
290,000 such partnerships in America. 
By 1948 there were 930,000. For the 
year 1947 returns from partnerships in
dicated family :Participation in 30 per
cent of the cases. 

The fact is that the higher we raise 
tax rates the greater the number of 
family partnerships. I say that this is 
art amendment which should be adopted, 
because no honorable, decent, fair citizen 
would be injured by the removal of this 
provision. Reasonable family partner
ships are legal; but those who connive 
to get around the true intent and pur
pose of the law will be given the sanction 
of the law; and I submit that at this 
time that is not desirable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Minnesota has 
expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. Hu~PHREY]. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I announce 

thr..t the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. · 

The S~nator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ], the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCARRAN], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEY], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL], and the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. SMITH] are 
absent on official business. 

I announce further that if present 
and voting, the Senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. · CHAVEZ], the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. RussELL], ~nd the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. SMITHJ would 
vote "nay." 

Long 
Magnuson 
McMahon 
Monroney 

Bennett 
Benton 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Butler, Md. 
Butler, Nebr, 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Clements 
Connally 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Frear 
Fulbright 

Anderson 
Brewster 
Chavez 
Duff 

· Moody 
Morse 
Mundt 
Murray 

NAYS-58 

Neely 
Pastore 
Smathers 
Sparkman 

George McFarland 
Gillette McKellar 
Hayden Mill1kin 
Hendrickson Nixon
Hickenlooper O'Conor 
Boey Robertson 
Holland Saltonstall 
Jenner Schoeppel 
Johnson, Colo. Smith, Maine 
Johnson, Tex. Smith, N. J, 
Johnston, S. C. Stennis 
Kem Taft 
Kerr Underwood 
Knowland Watkins 
Lodge Welker 
Malone Wiley 
Martin Williams 
Maybank Young 

· McC::arthy 
McClellan 

NOT VOTING-11 
McCarran 
O'Mahoney 
Russell 
Smith, N. C. 

Th ye 
Tobey 
Wherry 

So Mr. 
rejected. 

HUMPHREY'S amendment was 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, on 
behalf of myself .and other Senators, I 
send an amendment to the desk. It is 
designated as 9-20-51-K. I ask unani
mous consent that the r~ading of the 
amendment be dispensed with and that 
it be printed in the RECORD at this point. 
I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I shall be very brief 

in explaining the amendment, because I 
believe all the Members of the Senate 
understand it. 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not understand it. 
I should like to have an explanation. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Delaware yield for a par
liamentary inquiry? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield for that 
purpose. 

Mr. KILGORE. Inasmuch as the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, I suggest 
that the amendment be read. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am willing that 
the amendment be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment . . 

The Chief Clerk read the amendment 
proposed by Mr. WILLIAMS (for him
self, Mr. FREAR, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. FER-Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 

the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 
is absent on official business, and, if 
present, he would vote "nay.'' 

The Senator from Minnesota £Mr. 
THYE] is absent by leave of the Senate 
and, if present, he would vote "nay." ' 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
CMr. TOBEY] is absent because of illness. 

. GUSON, Mr. GILLETTE, Mr. IVES, Mr. BEN
NETT;; Mr. SCHOEPPEL, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
CAIN, Mr. BRICKER, Mr. BUTLER of Mary
land, Mr. HENDRICKSON, Mr. JENNER, Mr. 
BREWSTER, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. KEM, and Mr. 

The Senator ·from Nebraska [Mr. 
WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
DUFFl is detained on official business. 

The tesult was · announced-yeas 27, 
·nays 58, as fallows: 

Alken 
Cain 
Case 
Cordon 

· Dougl'as ' 

YEAS-27 
Green· 

· Hennings · 
HilL • 
H~phrei 
Hunt 

Ives 
Kefauver 
.Kilgore 
Langer 
Lehman 

MORSE) as follows: · 
At the proper place in the bill insert the 

following new section: 
"SEC. • (a) Compensation of the Presi

dent. 
"(1) Effective as of November 1, 1951, sec

tion 102 of title 3 of the United States Code 
is amended by striking out the words 'no 
tax liability shall accrue and for which.' 

"(2) Effective at noon on January 20, 1953, 
section 102 of title 3 of the United States 
Code ls amended to read as follows: 

.. 'COMPENSATION OF THE PRESIDENT 

" 'SEC. 102. The President shall receive in 
full for his services during the term for 

V:hich he shall have been elected compensa. 
t1on in the aggregate amount of $150,000 
a year, to be paid monthly. He shall be 
entitled also to the use of the furniture and 
other effects belonging to the United States 
and kept in the Executive Mansion.' 

"(b) Compensation of the Vice President 
"(1) Section 104 of title .3 of the United 

States Code (relating to salary of the Vice 
President) is amep.ded by striking out '$30,-
000' and inserting in lieu thereof '$40 000.' 

"(2) Section 111 of title 3 of the U~ited 
States Code (relating to an expense allow
ance.for the Vice President) is repealed. 

" ( c) Salaries of Members of Congress and 
of the Speaker of the Bouse. 

"(1) Section 601 (a) of the Legislative Re
organization Act of 1946 (relating to salaries 
of Members of Congress and of the Speaker 
of the House) is amended-

".( A) by striking out '$12,500' and insert
ing in lieu thereof '$15,000'; and 

"(B) by striking out '$30,000' and insert
ing in lieu thereof '$40,000.' 

"(2) Section 601 (b) of the Legislative 
Reorgan:zation Act of 1946 (relating to ex
pense allowances for Members of Congress) 
ts hereby repealed. 

"(3) Subsection (e) of the first section ·o:r 
the act entitled "An act to increase rates of 
compensation of the President, Vice Presi
dent, and the Speaker of the Bouse of Repre
sentatives" (Public Law 2, 8lst Cong.) (re
lating to an expense allowance for the Speak
er of the House) is hereby repealed. 

"(d) Computing deduction for retire
ment: In computing the amount to be de
ducted from the compensation of any offi
cial whose salary is changed by this section 
for the purposes of the Civil Service Retire
ment Act of May 29, 1930, and in computing 
the amount of any annuity under such act 
any change in compensation provided by 
this section shall be disregarded until fur
ther act of Congress. 

"(e) Effective date: Except as provided in 
subsection (a) the provisions of this section 
shall take effect as of -November 1, 1951." 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President-
Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Delaware has been recog-
nized. · 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Presiclent, the 
purpose of this amendment is to repeal 
the special tax exemption now extended 
to the President, Vice President, Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, and 
Members of Congress. · 

Under the existing law the Members 
of Congress are paid $15,000, with $12,500 
of this amount being taxable .as salary 
and the remaining $2,500 tax exempt. 
My amendment repeals the $2,500 tax 
exemption and places the entire amount 
of $15,000 under the classification of 
salary. · 

Under the existing law the Vice Presi
dent and the Speaker of the House are 
paid $40,000, with $30,000 of this amount 
being taxable as salary and the remain
ing $10,000 exempt. The amendment 
repeals the $10,000 tax exemption and 
places the entire amount of $40,000 un
der the classification of salary. 

Under the existing law the President 
of the United States is paid $150,000, 
with $100,000 of .this amount being tax
able as salary and the remaining $50,000 
tax exempt. Under the Constitution the 
President's salary cannot be changed 
during his term of office. However, it is 
possible to repeal the tax-exemption pro
vision of the so-called expense allow- 1 

ance; and my amendment does this, ' 
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thereby making the entire amount of 
$150,000 taxable. 

The amendment provides that after 
January 20, 1953, the same formula as 
outlined for Members of Congress will 
be followed with respect to the Presi
dent's salary, with the entire amount of 
$150,000 being classified as salary. 

It should be noted that the so-called · 
$50,000 tax-exempt expense allowance 
of the President, which item is affected 
under this amendment, has nothing 
whatever to do with the normal expense 
accounts which are allowed to the Presi
dent of the United States. The Presi
dent's traveling expenses, entertainment 
expenses, the expenses of the yacht Wil
liamsburg, the airplane lndepe.ndence. 
the winter home in Florida, the mainte
nance and personnel expenses of the 
White House, plus all other normal ex
penses attached to that office, are pro
vided for specifically under different ap
propriations, and in no way are affected 
by the adoption of this amendment. 

The $50,000 item of the President is in 
exactly the same category as the $10,000 
item for the Speaker of the House and 
Vice President and the $2,500 item for 
the Members of Congress. All of them 
were considered as a part of compensa
tion, and were so classified in the legis
lative background. 

I off er this amendment, not on the 
basis of the additional revenue provided 
but merely as a matter of principle. 
Nor is the amendment offered with the 
thought that the President, Vice Presi
dent, or Members of Congress are over
paid. · It is my opinion, and was my 
opinion at the time when the exemptions 
were extended, that any compensation 
to the President or the Members of Con
gress should be in the form of direct 
payments, with the entire amount sub
ject to the same deductions and the same 
tax rates that are applied to all other 
citizens. 

So, Mr. President, I urge adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sena· 
tor from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator from Delaware yielding the 
fioor? 

Mr. WILLIAM. No, Mr. President· 
but I yidd to the Senator from Vermont: 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, can 
one Senator yield the :fioor to another 
Senator? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am not yielding 
the ftoor. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I am 
not asking for the :fioor. I am asking 
the Senator from Delaware to yield for 
a question. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield for a ques
tion to the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. FLANDERS. I wish to inquire of 
the Senator from Delaware whether the 
various persons named-the President. 
the Vice President, the Speaker of the 
House, Senators, and Representatives
would be entitled to put in their. tax re
turns items for the actual expenses of 
their office, expenses to which they are 

subjected, and to obtain a tax reduction 
· in view of those expenses? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if 
this amendment is adopted, the Members 
of Congress and all others affected by the 
amendment will be entitled to include 
all the deductions which now are avail
able to American businessmen and to the 
average American taxpayer. They are 
entitled to all these same exemptions 
now. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, wUl 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sena
tor from New Hampshire. 

Mr. BRIDGES. The distinguished 
Senator from Delaware makes the state
ment that they would be entitled to the 
deductions available to businessmen and 
to all citizens. However, th .... tis not true 
at the present time. Upon what as
sumption or with what assurance does 
the Senator from' Delaware make that 
rather broad statement, for which I know 
be must have some basis. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. When I said ·that 
the Members of Congress are entitled 
to all the deductions to which. any nor
mal American busiqessman is entitled, 
I made that statement because nowhere 
in th~ law-and if I am i11 error, I hope 
the Senator from New Hampshire will 
point it out-do I know of any provision 
stating that any Member of ·congress is 
not entitled to all the expense deductions 
to which a businessman is entitled. So 
why would not Members of Congress be 
entitled to them, and on the other hand 
why are they entitled to any more? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President; the 
Senator from Delaware is proceeding on 
the basis of an assumption, rather than 
on t~;.e basis of a specific ruling by the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue. However, 
before the $2,500 expense account was 
put into effect, a ruling such as the one 
he has suggested was never forthcoming, 
with the result that no Senator or Repre
sentative could take such an exemption 
for his expenditures. Nqthing that has 
occurred since · then would warrant the 
Senator from Delaware in making the 
statement he has made. If anything to 
warrant his statement has occurred since 
then, I should like to have it pointed out 
specifically. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] was 
one of the opponents of the expense-ac
count provision at the time when it was 
made. He opposed it on the.ground that 
it would set up a special class of taxpay
ers. I should like to have him discuss 
this point, in reply to the question which 
has been asked by the Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, at one time 
former Senator Reed, of Pennsylvania, 
offered an amendment, which was 
adopted, by means of which a Member 
of Congress could deduct the expenses 
of his office. 

However, a Senator cannot deduct his 
living expenses, any more than a busi
nessman can. 

Mr. GEORGE. A businessman can de
duct them if he comes to Washington. 

Mr. BYRD. However, Washington is 
the place of business of a Member of 
Congress. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Can a Member of 
Congress deduct his expenses in his 
home State? 

Mr. GEORGE. No. 
Mr. BRIDGES. A Member of Con

gress should be able to deduct them in 
either one case. or the other. 

Mr. GEORGE. If a Member of Con
gress lives in Washington and pays taxes 
in his home State, he does not 
live in either place, under the ruling. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President
Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Delaware yield, to per
mit me to make a further inquiry? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Vermont. · 

Mr. FLANDERS. From time to 
time-in fact, practically every week 
end-I go home to Vermont to attend 
some meeting of my constituents to 
which they earnestly invite me. ' In 
fact, that is an expense of the particular 
business in which I am now engaged. 

I should like to inquire whether the 
Senator contemplates and has any rea
son for thinking that the Bureau of In
ternal Revenue would admit that such 
expenses, which in my case are very 
heavy, would be deductible. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I suggest that the 
Senator from Vermont address his ques
tion to the Collector of Internal Reve
nue, who is the proper person to make 
such interpretations of the law. 
· Mr. President, I repeat that this is not 
a case of cutting the salaries of Members 
of Congress. When we take this job in 
Washington, we know what . the obliga
tions of the job are and we should an
ticipate them. I 'think the salaries 
should be fixed accordingly. I do not 
believe any special amount should be set · 
aside as exempt from taxation. 

For instance, let us consider the Presi
dent's salary. At the present time one
third of it is tax-exempt. If we are 
going to exempt from taxation one-third 
of the President's salary and if we can 
justify that arrangenient' some day some 
Member of Congress will suggest why 
not exempt from taxation one-third of 
the salary of each Member of Congress; 
or else why not reduce the President's 
salary? -

Mr. President, if we do not stop this 
practice now, eventually we shall set up 
a special class in the United States. This 
principle is against everything Amer-
ican. · -

So far as the case of the Senator from 
Vermont is concerned, he is maintain
ing a home in Vermont, his home state. 
In my case, I am maintaining a home 
in Delaware, my home State. Both of 
us knew that that would be the case· 
we knew at the time when we began ou~ 
service in the Senate. 

The arguments you advance may be 
said of all employees in our offices, who 
also come to Washington from their 
homes in other areas; and if we are 'going 
to provide ourselves with such an ex
emption because we have homes in our 
own States, we should provide a similar 
exemption for our employees, who are 
in a similar situation; and if we are 
going to make . such an exemption for 
them, why not make a similar exemp-
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tion for all Government e~ploy~s in 
the city of Washington who ~re in a 
similar situation? In that ease, sooner 
or later, unless we check this practice 
now, it will expand to the point where 
there will be a privileged class of Gov
ernment employees who will be tax-ex
empt, and the rest of the people will be 
paying tl).eir salaries. · 

Mr. President, I think this amendmen~ 
should be adopted. I think we should 
repeal this provision; in fact it never 
should have been passed. . 

At the time when the Congress raised 
the President's salary, I said we should 
:fix the salary at whatever we thought 
it should be, but we should make all of 
it subject to taxation. c 

When the President of the United 
States or when Members of Congress 
state, as Senators have stated today, 
"We are going .to raise the taxes of the 
American people because they ·have too 
much money. to ta~e home and spend," 
we should . be sure that we treat our
selves in the same way . that we treat 
the rest of the American people. This 
amendment should be adopted unani~ 
mously before· we .even consider raising 
other people's taxes . . 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I 

. should like to say a word or two about 
this matter. _ 

The subject of congressional salaries 
l ... as been delicately bypassed in this 
Chamber and in the House at the other 
end of the Capitol for some years. It is 
a crying shame that .Members of the 
United States Senate and Members of 
the House of Representatives will not 
face this question. · 
. . Two years· ago we raised all salaries 

in the executive branch: At that time 
perhaps some of us thought that con
gressional salaries should be adjusted. 
We were told, "Oh, no; we cannot 
touch congressional salaries." We found 
that we could not touch them at that 
time. 

The result was that we raised ,the 
salary of everyone 'in the bureaus down
town-and some of them very deserved
ly-to a higher level, but we postponed 
the day when we would consider raising 
congressional salaries. 

·Mr. President, you know and I know 
that most of the people of the United 
States · expect . the Members of Congress 
to be paid adequately. A Member of 
Congress must maintain a home in his 
home State and he also must maintain 
a home in Washington. He must main
tain an office in his home State; and he 
must have an automobile in his home 
State. He must have an automobile in 
Washington. He must travel back and 
forth between his home State and Wash
ington, in keeping in touch with his offi
cial duties. He is called tipon to con
tribute to every cause which comes 
along. · 

Today there is not a Member of the 
Senate whose administrative assistant 
is not better off than he is, as the result 
of the drains upon congressional sal
aries. 

Mr. President, I have no opjection to 
meeting · the · i~sue as the Sena.tor from 
DeAaware has ·proposed, provided that 

we write into the law, so that it will 
not be subject to the whim of some in
ternal revenue collector, a provision that 
a Member of Congress may take exemp
tions for legitimate expenses, and pro• 
vided also it is written into the law that 
the salaries of Members of Congress, in
stead of being $15,000 a year, shall be 
$22,500 a year. I propose to o:ffer such 
an amendment. Let us measure up to 
the challenge. 

Mr. MAYBANK and Mr. LONG ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield, 
and if so to whom? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield first to the 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. So far as expenses 
are concerned, the distinguished Sena
tor from New Hampshire knows that as 
members of the Appropriations Commit
tee we were not allowed more than a few 
telephone calls a month, in 1942. · The 
Senator and I, together with the Sena
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN], 
took up the matter at that time. A com
mittee was appointed to see that a Sen
ator might be permitted to use a tele.:. 
phone at 1east once a day. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Certainly. A clerk 
downtown can pick up the telephone to 
call San Francisco, if he wants to, three 
times a day. 

Mr. MAYBANK. But we were only 
allowed to make a few calls a month. 
. Mr. BRIDGES. When we looked into 
the matter, .we found that one executive 
agency had more telephone calls in a 
year than the entire legislative branch, 
that the cost of its telephone service 
alone was more than the cost of such 
service for the entire legislative branch . 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES . . I yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. My recollection is that in 
the past 3 years Members of Congress 
have received no increase at all, though 
we have increased the salaries of the 
Cabinet officers by 50 percent. The 
salaries of other Federal employees have 
been increased from 20 to 30 percent. 
Meanwhile, though the cost of living has 
gone up about 15 percent, United States 
Senators are the only Federal employees 
who have not had an increase. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 
Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Senator 

from Wyoming. 
Mr. HUNT. I should like to ask the 

distinguished Senator, fw·ther, whether 
the pending proposal does not amount 
simply to a reduction in the case of 
United States Senators and Members of 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. 
Mr. HUNT. Is there anything in the 

law today which will prevent the Sena
tor from Delaware from taking advan
tage of a tax exemption, if he desires to 
do so? · 

Mr. BRIDGES. I think that is cor
rect. If any Senator does not care to 
take advantage of it, that is optional 
with him. 

Mr. HUNT. Let me ask the Senator 
whether, if tJ:.iis tendency keeps up, the 
Senate, to which we belong, will be a 
millionaires' club, and nothing else. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is correct. The 
Senate of the United States should be a 
cross section of America. We should 
have some rich men in the Senate, of 
course, but we should also have in office 
people of modest means and poor people. 
If the United States Senate closes its 
doors to all except millionaires, God heip 
America. 

Mr. HUNT. If I may ask one more 
question, this may be chicken feed for 
the chickens of the Senator from Dela
ware, but it is something else to the rest 
of us; is it not? 

Mr. BRIDGES . . Mr. President, let us 
take action at this time. I know that 
any statement a Senator may make on 
this subject, whatever his vote may be, 
will be used against him politically. 
Very well. I am willing to take my 

- ch~nces. I think every Member of the 
Senate ought to meet this issue at this 
time. I did not know it was to come up 
today. I do not have an amendment in 
which I might spell out a provision for 
a credit for official expenses. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield 
for a question? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
Mr. McFARLAND. Has the Senator 

made a calculation to determine whether 
the $2,500 allowance for expenses covers 
the additional expense of his home, dur
ing the time he is required to remain 
in Washington? 

Mr. BRIDGES. In theory it does; yes. 
Mr. McFARLAND. Does it cover that 

expense? 
Mr. BRIDGES. No; it does not cover 

the expenses. 
Mr. McFARLAND. Of course, amend

ments could be offered to increase sal
aries, but would it not be better to take 
care of the matter by special legislation, 
rather than in connection with a tax 
bill? We are trying to finish the session. 
Why not proceed to vote down this 
amendment, · and consider the matter in 
the form of a special bill, to be dealt with 
by the appropriate committee? 
· Mr. BRIDGES. I may say to the ma

jority leader that he makes a very elo
quent plea. There is a good deal of logic 
in what he says. But I have heard the 
same plea from the previous majority 
leader and from the majority leader be
fore that. I have acquiesced, as most 
Senators have, to these pleas. I think 
we have now reached the 'time when we 
should act. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I merely desire to 
recall some history to the Senator's 
mind. As I remember, in 1942 and 1943, 
the acting chairman of the Appropria- -
tions Committee at that time, the dis
tinguished Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
MCKELLAR], acting for the late Senator 
Glass, appointed us on a subcommittee 
to investigate the question of expenses. 
I shall not mention any name, but we 
found that in one particular year one 
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Senator had to pay ·nearly $1,000 extra 
for the stationery he used. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Let me digress a 
little. In reporting the legislative ap .. 
propriation bill we found that a Repre .. 
sentative from one district, for example 
who might represent thirty-five or forty 
thousand constituents had an $800 allow .. · 
ance .for stationery, whereas a United 
States Senator, representing an entire 
State, such as New York, had an allow
ance of but $500. The Senator from 
Louisiana-and I doff my hat to him
knows very well that the expenses of a 
Senator representing a large State are 
naturally greater than those of a Repre
sentative .who represents one congres .. 
sional district. That illustrates the in .. 
equity of the situation. Senator after 
Senator has come to me to tell me that 
he has exceeded his stationery allowance 
and that costs are mounting on various 
items. We must meet the issue on behalf 
of the Members of Congress, if we want a 
hard-working, conscientious Congress. I 
think it is about time to take action. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I should like 
to off er two amendments. 

First, on page 2, line 22, of the amend
ment of the Senator from Delaware, I 
would strike out "$15,000" and insert 
"$22,500," _and after line 22, .I would in .. 
sert the words "expenditures by Members 
of Congress: In the case of expenditures 
made after November l, 1951, by a 
United .States Senator, a Representative 
in Congress, a Delegate from a Territory, 
or a Resident Commissioner from Puerto 
Rico, the amount paid or incurred dur
ing the taxable year in maintaining liv
ing quarters away from his legal resi .. 
dence, within the District of Columbia, 
or from the vicinity thereof, and the 
amount paid or incurred during the tax .. 
able year for other ordinary and neces
sary expenses in connection with ·the 
performance of his official duties." 

I would like to have such an amend .. 
ment adopted-and I am shooting from 
the hip at this time-so that deductions 
might be made legally on a proper basis. 
I have not had time to perfect the 
amendment. But something along the 
line I suggest should be enacted along 
with the amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Delaware. · 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. I did not get the 

full import of the last amendment. 
Mr. BRIDGES. The last amendment 

is intended to make provision so that 
a Senator or a Representative or a Del
egate may be able to claim deductions on 
his income tax for legitimate expenses 
incurred in the District of Columbia in 
performing his duties in the Capital, 
both as to living expenses and expenses 
incurred in the same way as a business
man, a labor leader, or an agricultural 
leader incurs expenses when he comes to 
Washington to transact his business. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sen
ator from New Hampshire. I think we 
should change the law in that respect 
from the way it is now written. I think 
we should change it in accordance with 
the amendment of the Senator from Del
aware [Mr. WILLIAMS], plus the am·end- , 

ment of the Senator from New Hamp
shire, so as to put all taxpayers in the 
country on the same basis. We are not 
dealing here simply with a problem that 
is acute to many of us, certainly to those 
who are in the low-income group, as I 
am, but we are dealing with a matter 
of vital principle, and we ought not to 
enact class legislation and exempt some 
from the operation of the tax law, but 
we should put all on the same tax basis. 
We should keep it within reasonable 
bounds as it would be in relation to busi .. 
nessmen. I should like to have some
thing worked out so that I can support 
the amendment of the Senator from Del
aware with a perfecting amendment 
which would put us all on the same tax 
basis. 

. Mr. FREAR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
Mr." FREAR. Did I correctly under

stand that the Senator from New Hamp .. 
shire intends to offer two 9.mendments 
separately? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes; I would offer the 
two separately. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. IVES. Would the Senator from 
New Hampshire consider an amendment 
making the President's salary $500,000? 
By that process he would receive ap
proximately what he is now receiving. 
I can see a great deal of merit in such a 
proposal, for it would give the people of 
the United States information as to the 
income taxes we have to pay, and, at 
the same time, provide the President, 
presumably, with what he needs. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I believe taxes should 
be equitable. I do not want to deprive 
the President of what he is now receiv
ing. I think the President of the United 
States should be compensated ade .. 
quately. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield to the Sena .. 
tor from Washington. 

Mr. CAIN. I should like to say to my 
friend from New Hampshire that the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 
has stated that there is a constitutional 
prohibition against changing the salary 
of a President during his term of office, 
but I likewise understand that there is 
no prohibition against taking away the 
tax exemption on the $50,000 which is 
now going to the President of the United 
States. Am :r: correctly advised? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from New Hampshire yield? 
Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
Mr. CASE. The simplest way to take 

care of the tax-liability matter is merely 
to repeal the clause in the present law 
relating to the tax we have been dis
cussing. In a paragraph in the Reor
ganization Act which sets up the ::mm of 
$2,500 there occurs this clause, "for 
which no tax liability shall be incurred 
or accounting be made." 

It is that clause which makes the 
$2,500 not subject to taxation. The sim
plest thing to do is to strike that clause. 

The amendment offered by the distin
guished Senator from Delaware would 
increase the salary from $12,.500 to $15,-
000 and entirely repeal that paragraph. 

Under date of January 7, 1948, George 
J. Schoeneman, Commissioner of In
ternal Revenue, made a ruling holding 
that-

Expenses relating to or resulting from the 
discharge of his official duties-

Ref erring to a Member of Congress
includi~g h~s meals and lodging while in 
Washington, D. C., may be offset against 
the $2,500 expense allowance for that yea.r. 

The thing to do is to delete the clause 
in the present law which makes that 
amount not subject to. taxation. The 
Commissioner's letter to Representative 
JARMAN would still stand, and the salary 
would be $12,500 with a $2,500 expense 
allowance for which accounting would 
have to be made. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
Mr. BENNETT. Up until noon I was 

assuming that the Jarman letter was the 
last word on the right of a Senator to an 
expense allowance; but it is not. There 
is another ruling. But, first, let me read 
what the Jarman letter says: 

Accordingly, it is held that amounts ex- · 
pended in 1947 by a Member of Congress for 
.expenses relating to or resulting from the 
discharge of his official duties, including his 
meals and lodging while in Washington, 
D. c., may be offset against the $2,500 ex
pense allowance for that year. If such offset 
.does not exceed the $2,500 expense allowance, 
no deduction for congressional expenses may 
be taken in computing net income. If such 
offset does exceed the $2,500 expense ·allow
ance, then those congressional expenses in 
excess thereof which qualify under section 
23 (a) (1) (A) of the Internal Revenue Code 
may be deducted in computing net income. 

Today we went to the Department and 
asked how they would interpret the last 
ruling in relation to expenditures in ex
cess of $2,500. · We have received a 1949 
ruling, from. which I read the following 
language: 

The business location, post, or station, of 
a Member of Congress is the District of 
Columbia. The duties of a Congressman 
consume practically all his time, and are re
garded as taking precedence over any other 
business in which he may be engaged. Ac
cordingly, it has been consistently held that 
the personal living expenses, including rent 
paid for a residence, of Members of Congress 
while in the District of Columbia for the 
pur_i:~pse of attending Congress are not de
ductible for Federal income-tax purposes. 

I now quote from a 1950 ruling: 
In order to be entitled to the deduction 

• • • a taxpayer must incur the expense 
for meals and lodging while neither at his 
usual place of abode nor at his principal 
place of business. Accordingly, this office 
is of the opinion that the cost of the tax
payer's meals and lodging while at home 
with his family represents nondeductible 
personal expenses, even though during such 
periods he was on business trips from his 
principal to his minor place of employment. 

In other words, we cannot deduct our 
expenses at home, and we cannot deduct 
them in Washington. An ordinary tax
payer when away from home has the 
.Privilege of deducting his expen~es. So 
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the latest ruling wipes out the Jarman 
ruling, and we aI,"e subject to this ruling 
which gives us no deduction for ex
penses. 

Mr. BENNETT subsequently said: 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to insert in the RECORD at the conclusion 
of my discussion earlier the complete 
documents from which I quoted. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I do not intend 
to object, is the Senator including the 
Schoeneman letter? 

Mr. BENNETT. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

CLEMENTS in the chair). Is there ob
jection? 

There being no objection, the docu
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

UNITED STATES TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, September 26, 1951. 

Mr. ROBERT W. BARKER, 
Administrative Assistant to Hon. Wallace 

F. Bennett, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. BARKER: In accordance with your 
telephone conversation or" this date there are 
quoted below excerpts from Bureau rulings 
concerning the deductibility, for Federal in
come-tax purposes, of expenses incurred by 
Members of Congress. 

Excerpt from a 1949 ruling: 
"The business location, post, or station of 

a Member of Congress is the District of Co
lumbia. The duties of a Congressman con
sume practically all his time and are re
garded ·as taking precedence over any other 
business in which he may be engaged. Ac
cordingly, it has been consistently held that 
the personal living expenses, including rent 
paid for a residence, of Members of Congress 
while in the District of Columbia for the 
purpose of attending Congress are not de-

. ductlble for Federal income-tax purposes." 
Excerpt from a 1945 ruling: 
"It is also recognized that in addition to 

their congressional duties Members of Con
gress are sometimes engaged in a business 
located outside of the District of Columbia 
and incur traveling expenses in the pursuit 
of such business. Where such expenses are 
shown to have been incurred they constitute 
allowable deductions under the provisions 
of section 23 (a) (1) (A) of the Code." 

The following position was taken, how
ever, in a 1950 ruling dealing with a tax
payer not a Member of Congress: 

"In order to be entitled to the deduc• 
t~'.)n a taxpayer must incur the 
expense for meals and lodging while neither 
at his usual place of abode nor at his prin-

- cipal place of business. Accordingly, this 
office is of the opinion that the cost of the 
taxpayer's meals and lodging while at home 
with his family represents nondeductible 
personal expenses, even· though during such 
periods he was on business trips from his 
principal to his minor pl.ace of employment." 

Very truly yours, 
E. I. MCLARNEY, 

_Deputy Commissioner. 

ADVISORY MEMORANDUM No. 1838 
JANUARY 7, 1948. I 

MY DEAR Ma-. JARMAN: Further reference1 
ts made to your letter of July 16, 1947, in
quiring whether the living expenses incurred 
by a Member of Congress while in Washing
ton, D. C., may be offset, for Federal income
tax purposes, against the $2,500 expense al
lowance being received in 1947 and whether 
other congressional expenses incurred and 
paid duriilg 1947 may be deducted on page 3 
of Form 1040 for the purpose of arriving at 
net income. 

Section 601 (b) of the Legislative Reorgani· 
zation Act qf 1946 (60 Stat. 812), provides 
the following expense allowance for Members 
of Congress: 

"Effective on the day on which the 
Eightieth Congress <:onvenes there shall be 
paid to each Senator, Representative in Con
gre~. , Delegate from the Territories, Resident 

. Commissioner from Puerto Rico, an expense 
allowance of $2,500 per annum to assist in 
defraying expenses relating to, or resulting 
from the discharge of his official duties, for 
which no -tax liability shall incur, or ac
counting be made; such sum to be paid in 
equal monthly installments." 

Sections 601 (c) ar..d (d) of that act repeal, 
effective on the day on which the Eightieth 
Congress convenes, the expense allowance of 
$2,500 per annum provided to each Member 
of Congress by the Legislative Branch Appro
priation Acts of 1946 and 1947 (59 Stat. 
238 and 00 Stat. 386), "to assist in defraying 
expenses related to or resulting from the dis
charge of his official duties.'' 

It is noted that the purpose of such ex
pense allowances, as specified in the three 

, enabling acts, is substantially the same. It 
may be h_elpful therefore to review, insofar 
as pertillent to your inquiry, the position 
taken by this Bureau with respect to the al
lowances paid in 1945 and 1946. Bureau rul
ing dated July 20, 1945 to Hon. E'mmet O'Neal, 
published in the Appendix to the CoNGRES• 
SIONAL RECORD, volume 91, part 12, page 
A3607, held in part that the expense al-

. lowance paid in each of those years was 
includible in gross income, and that a Con
gressman claiming such allowance as a de
duction from gross income by listing it as 
.. fully expended in the performance of offi
cial duties" could be required, if so requested, 
to substantiate the claimed deduction by 
showing that the entire $2,500 was used for 
expenses which are properly deductible under 
section 23 {a) (1) (A) of the Internal Rev
enue Code. In reply to specific questions pre
sented by other Members of Congress, the 
Bureau further held that the Legislative 
Branch Appropriation Acts of 1946 and 1947 
did not entitle a Congressman to any deduc
tion to which he would not otherwise have 
been entitled and did not permit him to de
duct amounts spent for meals and lodging 
while in Washington. 

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
however, expressly provides an expense al
lowance "for which no tax liability shall in
cur, or accounting be made." Clearly, there
fore, the $2,500 allowance received by a Mem
ber of Congress in 1947 _is excludible from 
gross income. Furthermore, where a Con
gressman does not ciaim any deduction for 
congressional expenses on his 1947 tax re
turn (other than those provided for by a 
specific appropriation, such as the mil«:lage 
or stationery allowance), it appears that 
tpe Bureau has no authority to declare 
what expenses may be charged against such 
allowance, to question whether such allow
ance was properly exhausted, or to require 
any ·accounting in connection therewith. · 

On the other hand, where a Congressman 
does claim a deduction for congressional 
expenses on his 1947 return (in addition to 
those provided for by a specific appropria
tion), the Bureau takes the position that 
in order to be allowable such expenses (1) 
,must qualify as a proper deduction under 
section 23 (a) (1) (A) of the Code (for 
;the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 
·does not enlarge the scope of legal deduc-
tions); and (2) must be in excess of those 
properly chargeable against the $2,500 al
lowance (inasmuch as to permit a deduction 
for expenses paid from a tax-exempt allow
ance would result in granting a double tax 
benefit). 

Admittedly, it is difficult to reconcile this 
second prerequisite with the statutory pro· 
vision that no accounting shall be made 

with respect to the $2,500 expensE! allowance. 
To abandon such prerequisite, however, 
would not only permit a double tax benefit 
but would also, in effect, treat the $2,500, or 
a portion thereof, as constituting additional 
tax-free compensation rather than an allow
ance for congressional expenses as author
ized by law. Since it appears evident that 
Congress did not intend either such result, 
it necessarily follows · that a Congressman 
may deduct on his 1947 return only such 
expenses (qualifying under sec. 23 (a) ( 1) 
(A) of the code) as exceed those prop
erly chargeable against the $2,500 allowance. 
Furthermore, since a Congressman, like any 
other taxpayer, is required to substantiate 
his claim for deduction, if so requested by 
the internal-revenue agent examining his 
retUin, and as he could substantiate such a 
deduction only by showing that the expenses 
claimed were actually in excess of those 
which fully and properly exhausted his 
$2,500 allowance, he would virtually have to 
render an accounting for his tax-exempt ex
pense allowance. This result is believed to 
be in accord with the legislative intent 
(compare Senator Overton's explanation of 
an amendment having similar import which 
the Committee on Appropriations adopted 
ir. connection with the legislative branch 
appropriation bill of 1946, CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, volume 91, part 4, pages 4950-4.953), 
and the Bureau is therefore of the opinion 
that the statutory preclusion of an account
ing was designed to apply only to tr..ose cases 
where no deductions are claimed for such 
excess expenditures. 

Whether a Congressman claiming such a 
deduction may offset his living expenses 1n 
Washington against the $2,500 allowance re
ceived in 1947 necessarily depends upon what 
expenses Congress intended to assist in de
fraying by means of this allowance. As the 
language "expenses relating to, or resulting 
from the aischarge of his official duties," ap
pears to have no fixed legal connotation, and 
as the significance thereof is not readily as
certainable from the statute itself, it is 
necessary to resort to the legislative history 
of this provision in order to fully compre
hend its meaning. 

Section 601 of the . bill (S. 2177) as intro
duced in the Senate would have (a) increased 
the compensation of Members of Congress to 
$15,000 per annum; (b) fixed their "home" 
for the purpose of section 23 {a) (1) (A) of 
the Internal Revenue Code at their plaee of 
residence within the State, Territory, or pos
session which they represent; and (c) re
pealed their then-existing expense allowance. 
Senate Report No. 1400, Seventy-ninth Con
gress, secpnd sessio.n, page 36, stated that 
the purpose of subsection (b) was to permit 
Congressmen to deduct thetr living expenses 
1n Washington and other expenses incident 
to · their absence from home on congres. · 
sional service. That subsection was elimi
nated, however, by Senator La Follette's 
amendment, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 
92, part 5, page 6575, for the reason that it 
was a revenue proposal, which under the 
Constitution m,ust originate in the House of 
Representatives (see CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
volume 92, part 8, page 10050). The House 
then debated the question {see particularly 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 92, part 8, 
pages 10038, 10048, 10096, and 10097) 
whether to restore that subsection to . the 
bill or to adopt the amendment offered by 
'.n.epresentative BROWN of Ohio, which fixed 
the compensation at $12,500 per annum and 
provided the new, tax-free expense allowance. 
The latter amendment was agreed to and was 
ultimately enacted into law, apparently be
cause it was considered more "fundamental" 
to recompense a Member of Congress for such 
expenses (including his living expenses in 
Washington) from~ tax-free allowance than 
to provide simply for the deductibility.!!._! 
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those expenses which would otherwise have 
had to be paid from salary. 

Accordingly, it is held that amounts ex
pended in 1947 by a Member of Congress for 
expenses relating to or resulting from the dis
charge of his official duties, including his 
meals and lodging while in Washington, D. C., 
may be offset against the $2,500 expense al
lowance for that year. If such offset does not 
exceed the $2,500 expense allowance, no de
duction for congre'ssional expenses may be 
taken in computing net income. If such 
offset does exceed the $2,500 expense allow
ance, then those congressional expenses in. 
excess thereof which qualify under section 
23 (a) (1) (A) of the Internal Revenue Code 
'may be deducted in computing net income. 

If further correspondence relative to this 
matter is necessary, please refer to IT:P:TR
VSW-3. 

Very truly yours, 
GEO. J. SCHOENEMAN, 

Commissioner. 

around here, but why is it not proposed 
to reduce the amount rather than tax it 
further? Why give the President $50,.;, 
000 and then tell the revenue collector 
to go around and take back $30,000 in 
taxes? 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I now 
propose my first amendment to the Wil
liams amendment, which is to amend, 
on page 2, line 22, by striking out "$15,-
000", and to insert, "$22,500." I make 
the figure ~22,500 on the recommenda-
tion of several Senators. · 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. A parliamentary in

quiry. _ 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator will state it. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. The yeas and nays 

Hon. PETE JARMAN, d d t 
House of Representatives, ·have been ordere on my amen men . 

Washington, D. c. Is another amendment in order? 
Business expenses: Section 23 (a), I. R. C. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Gross income (exclusions): Section 601 ordering of the yeas and nays does not 

(b), Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. preclude the offering of an amendment 
Personal expenses: Section 24, I. R. C. to the amendment. 
The $2,500 expense allowance received by Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I yield 

a Member of congress for 1947 pursuant to to the Senator from Illinois. 
section· 601 (b) o.f the Legislative Reorgani- Mr. WILLIAMS. Did the Chair · rule 
zation Act of 1946 is excludible from gross 
income. Amounts disbursed in 1947 by . a whether it was in order to offer the 
Member of Congress for expenses relating amendment? 
to or resulting from the discharge of his om- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
cial duties, including his meals and lodging Chair ruled it was in order. 
while in Washington, D. C., may be offset, Mr. DIRKSEN. I should lik-e to make 
without accounting therefor, against the al- a suggestion to the Senator from New 
Iow'ance received, provided that no deduc- Hampshire. I wrestled with this prob
tton may be allowed for congressional ex- lem on the House side, and I recognized 
penses if the amount offset does not exceed 
the amount of the allowance. If the amount that Members of the House and Senate 
offset exceeds the $2,500 expense allowance are the only officers of the Federal Gov
received then those congressional expenses ernment who are compelled to raise their 
1n excess thereof which qualify under sec- own salaries by law, because there is 
tion 23 (a) (1) (A) of the Internal ~evenue no other way to do it. We can di:vest 
Code may be deducted in computmg net . ourselves of any self-serving idea when 
income. ·;;;' we vote on the salary of the President, 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I think ·: the Vice President, and anybody else 
.that what the Senator from Utah has in this Government. But when it comes 
said proves the point I was trying to to Members of the House and Senate, 
make, that the simplest course to follow why we are sort of stranded. 
is to strike out the clause which makes I puzzled over this matter, and in 1947 
the amount not subject to tax liability, I submitted a resolution on the House 
and then we shall have retained the side. I did not press it for action, but 
$2,500 expense allowance If we put it provided in substance that a salary 
it into salary and change the salary from commission should be appointed consist
$12,500 to $15,000, Y1e will not know ing of 18 ·persons, 6 appointed by the 
where we are. Vice President, 6 by the President, and 
; Mr. President, I have an amendment, 6 by the Speaker. They were to come 
which I send to the desk and I should from business, industry, and labor; they 
like it read at the appropriate time. were to make a finding, and whatever 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The that finding was would be the salary 
amendment will be received and will lie for Members of the House and Senate. 
on the desk. . That would divest us from any self-serv

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will ing idea whatsoever. It would give the 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield? members of the commission an oppor

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. tunity to explore the whole matter, in
Mr. MAYBANK. The question now · eluding increased living costs. I think 

being debated has been under discussion that would be an infinitely better ap-
for many years. I remember it was proach than the one contemplated this 
debated in 1942 and 1943 and again in evening. 
1947 and 1948. I understand there is : : My suggestion to the Senate is simply 
great confusion with respect to the Pres- ,' ·to accept the Williams amendment first, 
ident's expense account. .The question , because the nontaxable item got into the 
is asked: "Why does not the Congress· Legislative Reorganization Act as a floor 
of the United States reduce the expense : amendment in the House. I was one of 
account of the President, rather than to· i the managers of the bill, and I remem
make it taxable?" If it were made tax-· . ber that the amendment was offered on 
able it would simply take money out ot the floor, and it was accepted, but it 
one pocket of the Treasury and put it' was not contemplated by the Joint Com• 
in another . . I can understand that the mittee on Legislative Reorganization. So 
President is not entirely popular with' we can, in a sense, disclaim responsibil
some persons, from what has been said .ity for it. But it has . been something 

of a headache since that time. So r 
am not averse to taking away the tax
.exempt feature of the $2,500 expense ac
count. Then I would be in favor of cre
ating a salary commission. 

I may say to the Senate that I have 
introduced a similar measure in the 
present session of the Congress. It has 
been reported once by the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. It was 
called back, and the committee is mak
ing some technical modification of the 
measure, and it will probably be reported 
and placed on the Senate Calendar in 
short order. I think the chairman of 
the Committee on Post Office arid Civil 
Service will probably bear out that state
ment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The junior Senator from Illinois is en
tirely correct. The measure was re
ported by the committee, and then it was 
found that there was a technical error 
in it, and it was called back, and the 
committee reported it again last Tues
day, and it will be placed on the calendar. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, would it 
not be a more practical and feasible solu
tion of the situation not to follow now 
the suggestion of the Senator from Illi
nois but to def eat the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Delaware and then, 
when the bill comes from the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service we can 
add the proposal of the Senator from 
Illinois to the bill which comes from the 
committee? 

I am absolutely opposed to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Dela
ware. As one Member of this body I 
did not come here to liquidate what 
small fortune I may have. The amend
ment which has been submitted is abso
lutely nothing but a salary reduction. 
I agree with the Senator from New 
Hampshire. It is time that we on the 
Senate floor have the intensinal fortitude 
to stand up and speak what we are think
ing, and not engage in demagoguery for 
the people at home to consume, in order 
that we might receive some favorable 
consideration at election time. 

Mr. WELKER. Mr. President, I am 
impressed by the remarks made by my 
distinguished friend the Senator from 
New Hampshire. I am one of the co
sponsors of the amendment offered by 
my distinguished colleague from Dela
ware. We have listened to the very 
learned discourse on the proposition that 
we cannot afford the salary reduction, 
which is really what the amendment 
would bring about. 

Mr. President, I desire to call to the 
attention of each Member the very sali
ent fact that throughout America the 
people who sent us here know that we 
cannot live and exist on the salaries we 
receive. Senators maintain homes in 
New Hampshire, Idaho, or in whatever 
State they represent, and also in 
Washington, D. C., and they have a ter
rible load of contributions and expenses 
heaped upon them. So it is said quietly 
many times: "The Senator from New 
Hampshire"-or Idaho, or Maine, what-

, ever .State he may represent--"is either 
: a millionaire or gets money for his vote." 
i In other words, I have hearq it said that 
a poor man cannot be a ·senator. He 

· has to be a millionaire or a crook. It is 
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true a Senator cannot exist upon the 
salary he receives, with the terrific ex
penses he is required to meet. 

Mr. President, I join with my friend 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. HUNT] 
and say it ~s time for us to quit being 
demagogues, and to be realistic because 
when we take the position of ·Senator 
the people at home know that we either 
have to go out and speak to make ends 
meet~· or we have to practice law on the 
side, or maintain other occupations-Or 
we are even accused of accepting graft 
and gratuities. Much as we hate to hear 
such things, they are being said. I say 
it is time that we get a salary such as 
the Senator from New Hampshire has 
suggested, which will induce poor men 
and men of limited means to serve in 
the Senate on an equal footing with 
those fortunate individuals who possess 
the wealth that is represented here. 

Mr. MORSE rose. 
Mr. BRIDGES. Does the Senator 

from Oregon wish me to yield to him? 
Mr. MORSE. I want the floor in my 

own right. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from New Hampshire yield?. 
Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. It seems to me that 

we are losing sight of the real issue 
which is before the Senate. This is not 
a question of what our salary should be, 
or what our deductions should be, or 
}Vhat our expenses are. It seems clear 
to me that Congress has already put 
itself in such a position that it cannot 
pass on the salaries and expenses and 
~eductions and allowances of other 
groups. For instance, when the ques
tion arose about the President's salary 
and the Vice President's salary, and the 
tax-free funds which were to be pro
vided, we were not in position to say 
"No." I did not feel that I was because 
I was getting the benefit of a special 
provision. We have set up standards 
for ourselves which we deny to others. 
That is the issue and the only issue in
volved in the Williams amendment, as I 
Jee it. I cannot see how we can set up a 
. standard for ourselves more liberal than 
that of the average school teacher who 
may have to leave her home and go to a 
place where she has to pay board and 
room rent and transportation if she goes 
back to her regular place of abode at the 
week-end, the month-end, or at the end 
of the school session. We deny her any 
special tax exemption for such expenses. 
How can we set up a more favorable 
standard for ourselves? 

I think we must face the issue of the 
salary we should pay ourselves. It is a 
matter that we should not have to decide 
for ourselves, but under the present 
scheme of things we must do so. I re
spectfully submit that we cannot pass 

· by this opportunity to set ourselves 
square with the people and put ourselves 
back in a position to pass upon salaries, 
expenses, and allowances of others. 
Until we rid ourselves of this special 
privilege we are not worthy judges of 
others. · 

Mr .. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Hampshire yield to me 
so that) may .ask a question of th~ dis
tinguished Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. ~~JDGES. ~ yielq. 

r ·'ii:. 
. ~r. ~T. I should like to ask th~ vote against the amendment of the serr

d1stmgmshe~ Senator _from Mississ~ppi . ator from New Hampshire, and, if it i's 
how m~n~ pieces of mall he has rece1veq adopted, I shall then vote against my· 
compla~mng abo~t the very s:r_nall tax own amendment as thus amended. 
exemption to which we are entitled? If the only .way for me to take away 

Mr. ST~NIS. I do not know tha;t ~ the tax exemption is to give myself a 
have received any, but I have. the feelmg; salary increase, so far as I am concerned, ' 
that the people of the Umted StateS: it can remain exactly where it is . 
would have more respect for us as a body. M . : ' 
if we were to change the present law : r. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 

Mr. HUNT. I believe that our c'on-· ser;ator from New Hampshire yield to 
stituents will think we are tiniid-I can-· me. 
not express exactly what I should like to' Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
say on the floor of the Senate with re- Mr. HUNT. ·If the Senator from Del-
gard to what our constituents will think! aware has not d~signed this amendment 
of us. If this afternoon we vote to ac-' to cut the salaries of Members of Con
cept the amendment of the senator from gress, why does he not replace or re- I 
Delaware and take from $250 to $1,000 ~tore the amount of the cut we are go-~ 
out of our s~laries, our constituents wm

1
. mg to take? ~ 

have some things to say about us which ... Mr. WILLIAMS. I will answer the 
could not be repeated on the floor of the · ~enator from Wyoming by saying that it; 
Senate. ~.i Is for the same reason that we are not 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ·· restoring th~ incomes of ~he millions af.:1 
should like to point out to the senator .. fected by this same tax bill. We are not 
from Wyoming that when he votes for a '~~ restoring the taxable salaries of anY· 
$6,000,000,000 tax bill he is doing exactly ~ other American. citizens. We are taking

1 

that to every American taxpayer. He is from everyone m the country. What I ' 
voting to reduce the take-home pay of am doing today is something that should! 
every wage-earner. have been done 5 or 6 years ago. As the

1 

Mr. HUNT. Including myself. Se~ator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]~ 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, and why should pomte_d out, r. do not. believe that the 

Senators not be included? I did not of- ~omm1ttee which studied this question 
fer this amendment in any spirit of m the House ever intended that this 
demagoguery. I stated in the beginning measure providing special tax exemption 
that I felt that Members of Congress should be enacted. The best argument 
should be adequately paid. At the time for the repeal of it is the Senator's own 
the amendment was offered to extend the argument, when he says that he does not 
exemption to the President in January :j ~~nt to vote for thi~ amendment because

1 

1949, I said, "Let us face the issue and : It is a salary redu~t10n. That is the best 
put the salary where it belongs, but ~ argument for votmg for m! amendment,1 
make it all taxable." our country was because the Senator admits that these 
founded upon the principle that the rul- tax-e?'empt allowances were placed in 
ing class would be subject to the same the bill as salary measures. 1 

laws as other citizens. No Member of Congress nor any other 
This is not the place to raise salaries. Govern~ent official should have a special1 

This is a revenue-producing measure. tax credit. When I fill out my tax re- 1 

This is a tax bill. If the only reason turn I get the $1,200 allowance which
1 

Members are willing to vote for my every other American taxpayer gets, plus 
amendment is to get a salary increase $2,500 additional. The President get.s 
then let them vote against it. ' his $1,200 plus an extra $50,000. Why? 

The fact that this amendment is rais- The President tells Congress that he 
ing such a furore is all the more reason wishes an increase in taxes. The other 
why it should be adopted. It proves that day the President said .that -he was call
if Congress and the President are sub- ing on every American citizen to come 
ject to the same taxation as other people forward~ the great emergency, accept 
we will be more sensitive as to how these the tax increase, and make sacrifices. 
periodic tax increases are affecting them. He said that everyone, from the Presi-

The F..mendment of the Senator from dent of the United States down to the 
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] would ap- ditch digger, should enthusiastically ac
ply to only one item in my amendment· cept these sacrifices. But unless my 
namely, the item with respect to Mem~ amendment is adopted his own salary 
bers of Congress. Are Senators willing will be exempted. 
to take the tax exemption away from the Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
President of the United States, the Vice Senator from New Hampshire yield to 
Preside;.1t, and the Speaker of the House, me? 
yet unwilling to give up their own? I say Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
let us correct all or none. Mr. HUNT. We are voting on a tax 

Mr. President, I am not trying to cut increase of five and a half or six billion 
the salaries of Members of Congress, but, dollars. I should like to say to the Sen
as a matter of principle, there should ator from Delaware that we are increas
not be any special tax-exempt group in ing our own taxes as well as the taxes of 
this country . . I have · been arguing that everyone else. This bill is not aimed 
ever since I have been in the Senate. I exclusively at our constituents. We 
argued that point when the dollar was shall participate in it just as they par
worth much more than it is now. If we ticipate in it. 
had had the courage to face the problem I do not quite understand why the 
4 or 5 years ago, we could have cured Senator from Delaware selects this time 
the situation long ago. and this particular bill to bring up this 

I am unalterably opposed to any question, which is certainly very contro
amendment to my amendment which versial. It seems to me that it should be 
would raise salaries at this time. I shall dealt with in a measure entirely separate 
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from the bill we are now discussing, ·in
stead of beihg brought up at this time. · 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Hampshire yield. 
to me? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
: Mr. WILLIAMS. The reason this 
amendment is offered at this particular. 
time is because last year when I offered · 
this provision in the form of a bill ·it · . 
went to the Civil Service Committee, and 
that committee failed to take action, 
claiming that it "'as a revenue measure. 
The committee said that T should wait 
and off er it in connection with a tax bill. 
·This is the tax bill. We must either vote 
ori the question now or ·else we must say 
that we do not want to take action. 
Failure to ad.opt t~is amendment will, in 
effect, be saying that we are willing to 
raise everybody's taxes except ours. 
· Personally I do not think we should 
vote for any tax increase on the rest of 
the American people until the President 
of the United States and the Members of 
Congress are willing to accept th~ir equal 
share of the burden. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc
CLELLAN] placed his finger on the main 
point when he in effect pointed out the 
very basic principle involved in this is
sue, as to whether it was right, ·when we 
passed the Reorganization Act; to take 
the benefit- of a $2,500 nonaccountabfo 
tax-exempt expense allowance. 

Some of us were opposed to it at that 
· time. ·The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], as well as the Senator from Dela-
· Ware [Mr. WILLIAMS], and several other 
Senators felt that it ·was wrong, as a 

-matter of principle, for us to give our
selves the benefit of such a discrimina
tory advantage. 

When that bill came back from con
ference some of us made inquiry as to 
-whether or not that principle had been 
retained, and we were told that it had 
been, and that we had no choice, that 
we either had to vote against the entire 
bill as it came from conference, or vote 
for the bill. I voted for the bill. I de
clared for the record a reservation with 
regard to this matter. 

I think we ought to consider the ex
perience which I am sure has been shared 
by many of us in the Senate since that 
action. I am willing to testify this 
afternoon, in keeping with the principle 
of the confessional, that many in my 
constituency have not been .able to 
understand why we did it. I think we 
did a great injustice to the Congress, so 
far as its standing among the people of 
the country is concerned, when we 
passed the reorganization bill with this 
provision in it. 

In my opinion, it has hurt the reputa
tion of the Congress. There are millions 
of American people who believe that we 
acted out of a selfish motivation on that 
day, and that we protected our own 
pocketbooks by adopting· a principle of 
tax exemption which we were not willing 
to give to the rest of the American tax
payers. I believe it has hurt us. The 
Senator from Arkansas is correct when 
he puts his finger on this principle, as 
the JSenator from Virginia . [Mr. BYRD] 

, has done ·on many occasions in the past, 
and as the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] has done. 
· The first step we ought to take is to do 
·away with our tax exemption of $2,500 
on a non-accountable expense account. 
Of course it can be argued that individu
. ally we do not have to accept that tax 
exemption, but I think that is a pretty 
fallacious argument, when we lay down, 

. as a matter of policy of •the Congress, 

. that this $2,500 nontaxable, non
accountable expen·se allowance should 

. accrue to the Members of the Congress, 
and then say, "If any one Member does 

: does not like it he does not have to take 
advantage of it.'' The fact remains that, 
in my opinion, it is bad public policy to 
leave that kind of exemption on the stat
ute books. I believe we should take 
ourselves out from under it, and that we 
should make perfectly clear to the tax
payers that we are not asking for any 
special treatment for ourselves. We 
would have a hard time convincing them 
that that is not exa:ctly what we have 
done. 

I disagree with the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLXAMS] on a position 
he has taken in regard to the point 
which the Senatqr from New Hamp
shire has made as to whether or not 
we ·ought to go into the question of sala-

. ries of the Members of Congress. I be
lieve the American people appreciate our 
taking a forthright and courageous · 
stand on these issues. and I do not be
lieve that we ought to pass to some agen
cy or commission the obligation of judg
ing what the salaries in Congress should 
be. I do not know of any people who 
are better qualified to tell the American 
people what the problems of the ex
pense of serving in the Senate are than 
the Members of the Senate themselves. 
As the representatives of the l!leople we 
owe it to them to tell them so if we 
honestly believe that the salaries which 
we receive are not sufficiently high to 
give them the type otf representation to 
which they are entitled, and that there 
should not be put upon Members of Con
gress a burden which they should not be 
expected to bear if they are going to 
carry out the people's business in a 
proper way. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. Not at the moment. I 
wish to finish the thesis of my argu
.ment, and then I shall yield. I am sure 
that it is nothing new to my colleagues 
sitting on the floor of the Senate this 
evening, but I wish to make the record 
on it, because I believe the taxpayers of 
the country ought to know the facts~ 

it cannot be done on a salary of $15,000 
a year. 

What is being done, Mr. President? 
The Members of the Senate who find 
that the salary check at the end of the 
month constitutes their primary source 
of income must find other sources of 
income. There are quite a number of 
us who find ourselves in that position. 
The Senate is not yet a rich man's club. 
As my friend the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] said earlier in 
the debate, the Senate should be com
posed of a cross section of the economic 
groups of America . . We should have the 
rich man here; we should have the man 

.here from the so·'"called middle economic 
group; and we should have in this body 
the man from the low-income group, so 
far as personal incomes are concerned. 

The actual experience of those of us 
who find it necessary to try to live on the 
monthly salary check is that we must 
make use of other sources of income to 
supplement the income from our salary. 
Even then most of us ftnd that a serious 
.illness within our family would put us in 
the red. Therefore, some of us engage in , 
lecturing. Some participate legitimately 
in law practice on a State basis;not in
volving Federal questions. Some of us 
find it necessary to ·continue legitimately 
·with commercial enterprises. . It just 
happens to be one of the economic reali

< ties of serving in the-. Senate. 
I am perfectly willing, in this spirit of 

the confessional, to say that if during 
the year I did not average at least two 
speeches a month with an honorarium, I 
could not economically serve in the Sen
ate of the United States I must average 
about $750 over and above the amount of 
money I get from my senatorial check to 
meet expenses. 

I once made an off er to Miss Strauss, of 
the League of Women Voters--! believe 
it was 3 years ago, or perhaps it was 4 
years ago~when we were discussing the 
economic aspects of service in the United 
States Senate, to make my office and pri
vate accounts available to any committee 

My colleagues will take judicial notice 
of the fact that even on a $15,000 salary, 
including the $2,500 expense allowance, 
which, as my friend from Delaware said, 
was really passed ·by us well knowing 
at the time that what we were doing 
was incorporating it into a salary item 
in the name of a nontaxable, nonac
countable expense allowance, it is im
possible to do the job if one has family 
obligations and if one has the respon
sibility of sending children to school, 
which is true of most of us. Certainly ··· 

· of the League of Women Voters, with the 
suggestion that they get 3 or 4 other 
Senators and 3 or 4 Representatives to 
do likewise. The purpose was to let them 
make. a study for 1 year of what it ac
tually costs a Member of the Senate and 
a Member of the House to serve in Con
gress. In other words, I would let them 
make that study as a basis of educating 
the American people concerning some of 
the economic facts connected with serv
ing in Congress. I regret that the League 
of Women Voters did not see fit to carry 
out the suggestion. Such a project would 
be very ·educational. I repeat the offer, 
and I make the same off er now to any 
other responsible group. I do so because 
I believe the American people should 
have the facts with regard to the ex
penses involved. 

I do not believe we should in part meet 
the. problem on the basis of the principle, 
which we adopted when we enacted the 
Reorganization Act, of giving ourselves a 
$2,500 tax-exempt, nonaccountable ex
pense account. I do not believe we can 
square it · very well with a sense of fair 
play, which I believe is typical of the 
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average American voter. One just can
not reconcile what we did with what the 
voter believes ought to be the rules of 
the game, equally and uniformly played 
by all taxpayers. I believe the voter is 
right about it. I have never been able 
to reconcile it. 

Let ~us look at some of the extra ex
penses-which are not individual to 
me-which go with service in the Senate. 
I should like to have the ear of some of 
my friends and colleagues in the Senate 
who serve on the Committee on Rules 
and Administration. I believe they have 
been following a policy in regard · to re
quirements and procedures with respect 
to senatorial expenses which has not 
been very wise. Let us take the matter 
of telegrams, particularly with respect to 
the new rule which was adopted this 
year regarding telegrams, greatly reduc
ing the number of telegrams which a 
Member of the Senate may send. In 
carrying out what I consid'er to be the 
people's business, particular hardships 
are placed on the Members of the Senate 
who live a considerable distance from 
Washington, D. C., where a letter will not 
reach a constituent quickly. 

If there were abuses in connection 
with sending of telegrams; and if tele
grams were being sent not for carrying 
on the people's business, that situation 
could be checked, without laying down 
the kind of limitation which the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration has 
laid down with the telegraph restriction 
this year. 

Mr. President, I should like to see a 
calculation made of the actual net cost 
of sending a short telegram in handling 
a problem for a constituent in one's home 
State and of the net cost of a letter to 
the same constituent. I would say that 
the.difference in cost would not be nearly 
so much as many people seem to believe. 

The result of the rule with respect to 
telegrams, which the Committee on 
Rules and Administration has laid down, 
will cost some of us living in the West 
several hundred dollars out of our own 
pockets, because we cannot possibly 
carry on the people's business under that 
regulation. 

Let us go into the question of telephone 
messages. It was pointed out by my 
good friend, the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES] that in almost 
any office downtown the same restric
tions are not imposed which we find in 
the Senate under the rules which have 
been laid down for the use of the tele
phone. There again, I believe we ought 
to be allowed to make our own record 
in the use of the telephone. If we ear
nestly believe that in carrying on the 
people's business a telephone call will 
expedite the handling of a constituent's 
business in Washington, we ought to be 
allowed to use the telephone. 

A few days ago I was greatly embar
rassed when, in telephoning to the editor 
of a newspaper· in my home State, I had 
to make the telephone call collect be
cause I .no longer had ·available funds 

· with which to .make that call on my own 
budget. I ·simply cannot afford to make 
the long-distance telephone calls which 
sP,ould _be .made to -my State, but which 

cannot be made within the budget I have 
available. I do not need to tell my col
leagues in the Senate that it does not 
leave a very good impression with one's 
constituents to be telephoning to them 
collect. However, we have to think of 
our own personal financial obligations 
and responsibilities in weighing the kind 
of reaction we may make by making col
lect telephone calls. 

This afternoon something has been 
said about stamps. Let us consider the 
case of Members of Congress who live 
in States remote from Washington. 
What do we suppose will be the reaction 
of a constituent when he writes to his 
Senator-as a constituent usually does 
only when he wishes to refer to a sub
ject which he regards as important, and 
which he thinks needs handling-and 
thereafter receives from his Senator a 
reply which is sent to him in a franked 
envelope. . That constituent's reaction 
very naturally is, "My Senator must not 
think enough of my request to bother to 
use an air-mail stamp in replying to it." 

Of course, Mr. President, there is also 
the factor that a Member of Congress 
generally receives mail in proportion to 
the population of his State. That factor 
should be considered. At the same time 
we :find that Members of Congress from 
some States of small population receive 
rather heavy mail, even as compared 
with the mail received by Senators com
ing from States of large population. 
However, no account is taken of those 
factors and other items of expense which 
are not covered by the office budgets we 
have available. 

Furthermore, on many occasions we 
find that when a certain issue is before 
the Congress and when we become in-

• volved in a controversy in the course of 
sponsoring a bill, for instance, and when 
we find that controversy causes a large 
volume of mail to descend upon our of
fices, an amount of mail so large that 

. we cannot begin to handle it with our 
own office force, we have to employ ex
tra office help, and that expense comes 
out of our own pockets. 

Thus, Mr. President, I could enumer
ate a long list of extra expenses in con
nection with carrying on the business 
of our office, expenses which a Senator 
who is trying to do a conscientious job 
as a Member of the Senate cannot 
pay out of his salary, because his office
expense budget cannot begin to meet 
those expenses. 
. Then there is the matter of travel. 
Let us be frank about it, 'Mr. President. ·. 
Again I speak in behalf of some Sena- ; 
tors who live some distance away from 
Washington. As realistic politicians, we 
know that we cannot come to Washing
ton and stay here for 11 months and 
never return to our home States during 
that time, and expect to find very many 
political fences in good repair there at 
the end of the 11 months. That is only 
.one of the political realities of the job. 
Therefore, if we wish to report to the 
people on the facts about our records, 
we have to return to our home States 
several times during the year, and we 
have to pay out of our own pockets the 
expense of those trips. 

For instance, I cannot travel by air
plane or by railroad from Washington 
to my home State and spend a week or 
10 days there, on such a so-called ferice
mending trip, without being required to 
spend a minimum of $500 for the trip. 
That expense is an inseparable part of 
the cost of service in the Senate. 

The American people will understand 
and appreciate those facts, once they 

. are told about them, Mr. President. 
I agree with the Senator from New 

Hampshire that we should not be so s~'n
sitive about facing the salary problem. 

One other item of expense which vte 
have not met adequately, either by 
means of the Reorganization Act or un
der the policies of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, is the expe,nse 
for research help in our offices. The Re
organization Act does not begin to pro
vide the research assistants we need. 
In our work on various bills we find our
selves constantly faced with well
:financed lobbies, both Government lob
bies and private lobbies, with large staffs 
of research assistants. Sometimes I 
marvel, Mr. President, that Members of 
the Senate do the remarkably fine job 
they do, both in debate and in commit
tee work, when I stop to think of the very 
limited staff Senators have to help them 
prepare the technical matter that must 
be prepared if we are to meet the power
ful groups, Government and private, 
who are lobbying for special interests . 
in connection with various bills. 

I think we are overlooking our respon
sibilities to the people of the United 
States when we do not provide ourselves 
with more adequate help, because we are 
the advocates of the public's interest in 
these matters, and I do not believe we 
can justify trying to carry on the pub .. 
lic's business when we know we are not 
adequately financing the staffs we need 
in order to protect the publ.lc's interest.1 

There, again, I think the voters would 
agree with us, once they came to under
stand the facts in regard to the :financial 
costs of serving in this body. 

There are many other expenses which 
I might list; but I believe we cannot 
justify continuing what I think was a 
wrong principle which was adopted whe:q 
the Reorganization Act was passed. l 
agree with the Senator from Arkansas,1 
the Senator from Virginia, and the Sen-1 
ator from Delaware that in this tax bill

1 

.we should take ourselves out from under; 
the special benefits which we voted for 
ourselves when we adopted this expense 
allowance; and then I think we should 
join at once with the Senator from New 
Hampshire in facing the question of 
how much we should increase congres
sional salaries, knowing very well the 
kind and variety ef expenses we meet. 

I do not know whether $2·2,500 is the 
proper :figure or whether $20,000 is the 
proper :figure; but I am satisfied that 
we cannot justify a :figure less than $20,-
000 if we are going to be fair to our 
constituents and if we are going to re
lieve ourselves of some of the extra bur
dens we have to assume in order to meet 
the expenses of a Senator's job. 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the Sen ... 
a tor yield? • 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. CLE- ing is concerned, and insofar as · those 
MENTS in the chair). Does the Senator expenses are above and beyond ~hat one 
from Oregon yield to the Senator from would actually have in his own home, if 
New York? he had to maintain an establishment 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. himself. 
Mr. IVES. I should like to ask the Mr. MORSE. There is a certain 

distinguished Senator from Oregon amount of merit. In fact, there is a 
whether he feels that the· expenses which great deal of merit in the observation of 
are legitimately attributable to the work the Senator from New York. But I would 
we do in Washington, the expenses which still draw distinctions, Mr. President, 
are connected with our positions in the between service in the Congress and the 
Senate, should be allowed as deductions · expenses of one engaged in a commer
for income-tax purposes. cial enterprise who comes to Washing-

Mr. MORSE. I think they should be ton or who goes to New York or to any 
allowed as deductions fully · accountable other place on a business trip. 
for in our income-tax returns, but not Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
including living expenses. · the Senator yield? 

I do not share the view-and on this Mr. MORSE. I decline to yield at the 
point I differ with my good friend, the moment. I may say to the Senator from 
Senator from New Hampshire-that our New York that I think there is a differ
living expenses in the District of Colum- ence between the case of the man en
bia should be deductible. I think we gaged in a business enterprise and the 
must face the fact that inherent in the kind of obligation which a m~n in public 
job, when one runs f.or election to Con.: life focurs, when he comes to Washing
gress, is the understanding in the con- ton to live to carry on the work of the 
tract he enters into with the voters that Senate or the House, knowing full well 
in order to perform the duties of his of- when he ran for the office that it was 
fice he will have to move to Washington obligatory on his part to make that move, 
and will have to live there. · I think we and that for the period of ' ime while he 
incur that obligation ourselves when we was living in Washington, that was in 
run for office. effect his place of residence. I think his 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will case is quite different from that of an 
the Senator yield? industrialist in New York who comes to 

Mr. MORSE. I shall yield in a mo- Washington or who goes to Chicago for a 
ment. week or 10 days, stopping at a hotel and 

Mr. President, I do not believe that ob.: incurring expenses in connectipn with a 
ligation goes so far that the people would business trip. There is quite a distinc~ 
!eel that we should also assume the ob- tion both as to motivation and as to 
ligation of paying for the extra office ex- prior notice. We were put on notice 
penses to which I have referred. I would . when we ran for the office that that kind 
find it difficult to reconcile myself to the of expense went inherentiy with the job. 
view that it would be right and proper to I repeat, however, what I said before, 
deduct my living expenses in Washingo. that we are in a position to protect our
ton; but I certainly think it would be selves legitimately from extra expenses • 
proper to deduct what we can actually over and above living expenses. 
say are the extra office expenses of the "' Mr. IVES rose. 
job which are not covered by the office ·.· Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
budget which is provided for our worl{. from New York. · 

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the , Mr. IVES. The question I had desired 
Senator yield?. to ask the distinguished Senator he has 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator already answered. I· was going to ask 
from New York. him whether he did not feel, then, that 

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New the alternative is to provide ourselves 
York would again like to inquire of the with an increase in compensation or 
Senator with reference to the attitude salary, as he has suggested. 
he would take regarding the propriety Mr. MORSE. Yes; I think we should 
of Members of Congress being allowed do so. 
the same privilege with regard to deduc- Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
tions for income-tax purposes as those question has been raised as to the mat
which are allowed people in private life. ter of extra expenditures in our offices 
That means simply this: It seems to me and extra expenses in the performance 
to be very clear that as Members of the of our duty. Under section 23 (a) of 
Senate, or as people holding Government the existing law, and section 48 (d), 
positions, we should be given the same there is specifically spelled out the fact 
privilege to deduct which is given to pea- that any Member of CoIJ,gress, or any 
ple in private industry, in private work, man holding public office, who spends 
and in private effort. . money out of his own pocket in the per-

! fully agree with the Senator's ob- formance of his duties, may deduct those 
servation with respect to the $2,500 ex- as legitimate expenses. This amend
pense allowance, which I myself do not ment has nothing whatever to do with 
approve. I think that ought to be elim- that provision. We are already ·entitled 
inated. But by the same token I do to this exemption and will continue 
not see why we should not have the same exempt so far as this type of expense is 
privilege, the same right, which is given concerned. -
to every other American citizen in every Mr. MORSE. I want to say to the 
other walk of life, namely, to deduct the Senator from Delaware, the fact that he 
expenses which are directly attributable can deduct such items as expenses does 
to the work in~ which. he is engaged, and not mean t_hat he can include those ex.:. 
that in this particular instance applies penses in his tax return. It is not meant . 
also to living expenses insofar as hous-. .to cover his out-of-Pocket money. I am, 

talking about what is happening to the · 
poor man in the . Senat~., the man of 
small means who cannot afford to pay 
the extra expenses unless he finds other 
sources of illcome. · 

Mr. WILLIAMS. · I am speaking to the 
Senator from Oregon, and I think he will 
agree with me that the place to tak..e care 
of that question is not when a tax bill is 
before the Senate. This is not the place 
to discuss it. I hope no Senator will 
support this amendment as an excuse to 
raise his own salary. I am offering the 
amendment as a matter of principle. 
Let us vote on it accordingly. 

Mr. MORSE. I think there is some
thing in what the Senator says,· but the 
questions are so interrelated that I do 
not believe any great or · heinous crime 
would be committed if the subject should 
be dealt with in this bill. · 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I invite the Senator's 
attention to one item which I think he 
has not as yet mentioned, though he may 
have it in mind. It is that, admitting 
the · truth of the statement of the Sen
ator that anyone running for the office 
of Senator has complet'e knowledge of 
the fact that extra expenses of living are 
involved, many Senators now serving in 
the Senate ran for office and were elected 
after the passage of the legislative reor
ganization bill, and they have a complete 
right to rely upon the continuance of 
the provision made at the time they of
fered themselves for office, to the effect 
that $2,500 was allowed over and above 
the stipend of $12,500, to be a tax-free 
allowance. In the making of their plans 
on that assumption they were thoroughly 
within their rfghts.' As a matter of fact, 
their engagement was ·in the nature of a 
contract, and they have a complete right 
to expect at least what was provided · in 
the law. Speaking for that group of 
Senators, whom I think both the Senator 
from Oregon and the Senator from Flor
ida represent, insofar as their economic 
status is concerned, it seems to the Sen
ator from Florida that there is a real 
consideration there which must not be 
lost sight of, and which is in the natl.ire 
of an assurance given to a large group 
of Senators now belonging to this body . . 

I desire to call that matter to the 
attention of the distinguished Senator 
from Oregon, and to invite his comments 
with reference thereto. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the views of the Senator from 
Florida. I do not go all the way with 
him. I th:i.nk that the only right such 
candidates for the Senate had was the 
right to hope that there might not be 
any change in the law, but they certainly 
knew when they ran for office that it 
would be almost impossible to predict 
what the Congress of the United States 
might do on any piece of legislation, in
clud,ing salary legislation, . during their 
tenure of office. · 

I also seriously question whether, ex
cept in a very loose. way,, it would be 
appropriate to say that any· contract was 
entered into. I think that" once they 
were elected, they owed the dl!tY tO the 
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very people who voted for them to ex
amine the salary structure of the Con
gress to determine 'for themselves wheth
er a wrong principle was involved in It, 
and I believe that if they find there is, 
then they have the duty to vote to elim
inate that ·principle, even though it 
might cost them $2,500, which they took 
for granted, when . they raµ for office, 
they might receive while they served in 
the Senate. · 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator · yield 'for a question? 

Mr. MORSE. I was about to 'yield 
the floor. I yield to the Senator froni 
South Carolina. · · · 

Mr. MAYBANK. The -distinguished 
Presiding Officer . <Mr. MONRONEY in the 
chair) was a member of the conference 
on the Reorganization Act. r had the· 
pleasure, the night the conference re- · 
port was brought to the Senate, of talk.: 
ing to the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin, former Senator La Follette, 
in connection with some things which 
have been brought up her~. I refer par
ticularly to the salaries of administra
tive officers, and so fortp., which I _voted 
against, ·- · 

On the ·Rules Committee, of which I 
was a member before the Reorganization 
Act became effective, I served long with· 
former Senator Bankhead; as the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma knows. ' 

l should like tc> ask the Senator from 
Oregon a question. He proposes a solu
tion for ail this difficulty, and I join 
him in, his· position that the income taxes 
of Senators should be published and the 
public ~hould know ·where . the · _money. 
comes from. It would do me no good, 
whether 'th.ere was ·$2,500 ·or $25,000 in' 
an expense account. I do not· under
stand why the Senator from Oregon 
does not propose ari amendment to make 
public the income taxes of Members of' 
Congr-ess. · ·1 join the Senator from .Ore
gon and congratulate him. I am willing' 
to make mirie ptibiic, and I hope · that 
Will · be some· answer . to - the question 
brought up. I ca·nnot speak for the Sen-· 
ator fro'm New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES], 
tnifI .believe that he feels the same way. 

Mr. MORSE. · I ·thank the senator. 
I have a long-pending resolution to.pub
lish the incomes of Members of Congress, 
but I ·seriously question whether it would 
be appropriate to add it to the bill which 
is now under ·consideration. I ·seriously 
question whether it should be · attached 
to. a tax bill. · · - · · · 

Mr. MAYBANK. I want the Senator· 
from Oregon to know that I am abso
lutely sincere in what I have stated. 

Mr. MORSE. I think my resolution 
will be on the floor of the Senate within 
the. next' 10 days as a part of another· 
proposal which is being made to the Sen:. 
ate in· connection with the report of the 
Subcommittee on Ethics in" Govern_. 
i:nent. I do not care to say more at this' 
tim·e for fear someone will say I am 
jumping· the gun on so'me report. I do 
wish to say, however, that a principle of 
the Mo.rse resolution ha·s beeri approved 
by a good many members of the com:.. 
mittee. I 'think that such a resolution 
would be v'e,:y helpfUl and would do no 
harm t'o· anyope whose .conduct has been 
~rop_e~. _._ 

XCVII-765 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. MAYBANK. In the 1920's, .when 

I was in business, names were published 
in the newspapers in connection with 
income taxes. I was proud · that my 
name was in the newspaper, showing I 
had enough ·sense to make som~ money. 
I think it is the duty Of Congress to bring · 
to 'the people of the United. States in
formation as to the salaries and other 
income Members of Congress receive, 
rather than to take away $2,500 which . 
to many of them does not mean very 
much but to others might deprive them 
of the opportunity to be in this august 
body, I 

Mr. MORSE. . Mr. President, I yield 
the. floor by saying that I think this is 
the time for us forthrightly to meet both 
the question of expense and the · question 
Of salary. ' 
. Mr. BRIDGES. . Mr. President, I 

should like to address a question to the 
distinguished majority leader and . the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. · I 
understand there is a bill which has been 
reported having to do' with a civic com
mission to be appointed by the President, 
the Chief Justice, and the Vice President, 
to make ·a study and determination of 
congressional salaries. Is that correct? 
~ Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
There is a joint resolution providip.g. for 
the · establishment of a commission t-0 
study the question and to make recom
m.endations to the ·congress within 3 
months. 
. Mr. BRIDGES. Mr~ President, I 

should like to ask a question of the ma- · 
jority leader. 

I do not think we should consider sal
aries in connection with the pending 
bill, but I thought it ·was wise that we 
have a discussion of the subject .. If such 
a bill is reported, .will it receive the con:
sideration of the Senate? 

Mr. McFARLAND. So far as I am 
concerned, I should be perfectly willing 
to have it receive the consideration of 
the Senate. 
. Mr. BRIDGES. In that case, Mr. 

President, I withdraw my amendment 
to the Williams amendment with refer
ence to the item of $22,500, and move 
that the so-called Williams amendment 
be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES] to lay on the table the 
Williams amendment. The question is 
not debatable. 

Mr. KNOWLAND and other Senators 
requested the yeas and nays. . •, 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, a· 

parliamenfary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-· 

ator ·wm state it. 
Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, may 

I off er an amendmeht to the Williams 
amendment? · 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. Not at 
this time. The motion to table the Wil
liams amendm·ent has already been i:nade 
and the yeas and nays have been or
dered. 

1. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. P:r;esident, a par
liamentary inquiry: 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator will state it. · 
M~. DOUGLAS. What is the precise ' 

question now before the Senate? 
. -The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES] to lay on the table the amend- , 
ment offered by the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The . 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names.; 
Aiken 
Bennett 
Benton 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Butler, Md. 
Butler, Nebr. 
Cain 
Capehart 
Carlson · 
Case 
Clements ... 
Connally ~" 
Cordon 
Douglas 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Frear 
Fulbright 
George 
G111ette 
Green. 
Hayden 

Hendrickson McMahon 
Hennings· Millikin 
Hickenlooper Monroney 
Hill Moody 
Hoey Morse 
Hollan'd Mundt 
Hunt Neely 
Ives Nixon 
Jenner Pastore 
Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Johnston, S. C. Russell 
Kefauver Saltonstall 
Kem Schoeppel 
Kerr Smathers 
Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Knowland Smith, N. J. 
Langer Smith, N. C. 
Lodge · Sparkman 
Long Stennis 
Magnuson Underwood 
Malone Watkins 
Martin . Welker 
Maybank Wiley • 

. McCarthy -Williams 
· McClellan Young 
McFarland 
Mc-Kellar 

The PRESIDING OFFICER . <Mr . . 
MoNRONEY in · the chair). A quorum is 
present. 
· The question is on the motion · of the 

Senator from New Hampshire . [Mr. 
BRIDGES] to table tbe amendment of the 
Sena tor from Dela ware. The yeas and 
nays have been -ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
1
Mr. JOHNSON of Texa~. · I announce 

that the Senator from· New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] is absent . by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] 
is absent because of illness in his family, 
and if present would vote "nay." 
· The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 

CHAVEZ] ,' the Senator from Minnesota 
CMr. HUMPHREY], the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. JOHNSON], the Senator from 
New York [Mr. LEHMAN], the Senator'. 
from Nevada [Mr. McCARRANJ, th3 Sen
ator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY], the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. O'CoNoRJ, 
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY] are absent on oflicial 
business. 
. I announce that on this vote the Sen
ator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] -is 
paired with the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. O'CoNoRJ. If present and voting, 
the Senator from New Mexico would vote 
"yea," and the Senator from Maryland 
would vote "nay." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. _ I announce that 
the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] 
is absent on offi~ial business. 

,. 
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The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 

THYE] is absent by leave of the Senate. 
The Senator from New Hampshire 

tMr. TOBEY] is absent because of illness. 
The Senator from Nebraska [Mr . . 

WHERRY] is necessarily absent. 
The Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRK

SEN], the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. DUFF], and the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. TAFT] are detained on official 
business. 

The result was announced-yeas 34, 
nays 45, as fallows: 

Benton 
Bridges 
Clements 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Fulbright 
George 
Green 
Hayden 
Hennings 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 

Aiken 
Bennett 
Bricker 
Butler, Md. 
Butler, Nebr. 
Cain 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Connally 
Cordon 
Douglas 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ferguson 

YEAS-34 
Hoey McFarland 
Holland McKellar 
Hunt McMahon 
Johnson, Tex. Monroney 
Johnston, S. C. Pastore 
Kefauver Russell 
Kerr Smathers 
Kilgore Smith, N. C. 
Long Sparkman 
Magnuson Underwood 
Malone 
Maybank 

NAYs-45 
Flanders Morse 
Frear Mundt 
Gillette Neely 
Hendrickson Nixon 
Ives Robertson 
Jenner · Saltonstall 
Kem Schoeppel 
Knowland Smith, Maine 
Langer Smith, N. J. 
Lodge - Stennis 
Martin , Watkins 
McCarthy ., Welker 
McClellan Wiley 
Millikin Williams 
Moody Young 

NOT VOTING-17 
Anderson Humphrey O'Mahoney 
Brewster _ , Johnson, Colo. Taft 
Byrd t Lehman Thye 
Chavez McCarran Tobey 
Dirksen Murray Wherry 
Duff O'Conor 

i So, the motion to table was rejected. 
t Mr. WILLIAMS and Mr. McFARLAND 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does the Senator 
from Arizona wish to make a statement? 

1 Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. I wish to 
make a statement. 

I Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sena
tor from Arizona. 

1 Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
certainly hope that amendments to in
crease the salaries of Members of Con
gress will not be offered to this amend
ment. If Senators feel that their ex
penses are less than $2,500, and that 
their expense allowance · should be taxed, 
it is their privilege to vote for this 
amendment. However, I do not think 
the Senate of the United States should 
consider a salary increase for its Mem
bers while we are working on tax legisla
tion to raise additional revenue. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. In a moment I 
shall be gla_d to yield. 

Personally I find it necessary to spend 
more than $2,500 for extra expenses, but 
it is all right with me if the Senate wants 
to do away with the tax-exempt $2,500 
allowance. · 

Regardless of the action taken on this 
amendment~ I think it would be a very 
poor example of sacrifice for us to take 

action to raise our salaries on a tax bill. 
I hope the Senate will not even attempt 
to do so. Let us go ahead and eliminate 
the tax exemption, but do not raise the 
salaries. Let any action regarding Sen
ators' salaries be taken by separate legis
lation in the manner suggested by the 
distinguished Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. BRIDGES]. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MAYBANK. I thoroughly agree 

with the distinguished majority leader. 
I would not be one to vote for salary in
creases. This is a revenue bill. 

One thing which might be of some ben
efit would be to find out the source of in
come of all Senators. That subject has 
been discussed for a long time. I am 
willing to join the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. MORSE] in his effort to require a 
disclosure of the source of Senators' in
comes. Information with respect to my 
income will be public property for any
one who wants it. 

I shall vote against the amendment of 
the Senator from Delaware to eliminate 
the tax exemption with respect to the 
$2,500 allowance. That makes no dif-

' f erence to me. I do not intend to vote to 
, raise my own salary. This is a revenue 
. bill, and not a salary bill. I thoroughly 

agree with the majority leader. How
ever, it is about time for the people to 
know where the income of Members of 
Congress comes from. 

This amendment would affect also 
Members of the House of Representa
tives. It would deny them the $2,500 ex
pense allowance. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, it 
is all right to vote for a proposal to re
quire a disclosure of the source of the in
come of Members of Congress. 

Mr. MAYBANK. That is what I was 
referring to. 
. Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 

have sufficient confidence ·in Senators to 
believe that the income of every Senator 
is legitimate. 

Mr. MAYBANK. I did not intimate 
otherwise. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Some people feel 
that their private business is their own 
affair and should not be made public so 
long as it is completely honest. If men 
of ability are to be induced to come to the 
S~nate, they should not be humiliated by 
having someone make unfair use of in
formation with respect to their source of 
income. If that is permitted it is pos
sible that we shall have a hard time get
ting able men to come to the Congress. 

Mr. MAYBA,NK. I never suggested 
such a thing. That is not a fair reply to 
what I said. I am not charging any Sen
ator with ever having done wrong. I 
simply made the statement that the 
Senator from Oregon had had before the 
committee for a long time a resolution 
requiring such disclosure. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield to the Sen
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. . 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yielded to the 
Senator from WyoILing for a que_stion 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Wl).o has the floor? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

majority leader has the floor, and has 
yielded to the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. Wll.,LIAMS. Oh, no, Mr. Presi
dent. I have the floor. 

.The PRESIDING OF!i'ICER <Mr. 
STENNIS in the chair) . · The Chair is in 
error. ·The Senator from Delaware has 
the floor, and has yielded. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I had yielded to the 
Senator from Arizona [Mr. McFARLAND]. 
I thought he wanted to make a statement 
about the program for tonight. I did 
not know that he wished to make a 
speech on the amendment. However, I 
will yield to him for that purpose pro
vided I do not lose the floor. 

Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield to me so 
that I may ask a question of the major
ity leader? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield with the un
derst9.nding that I do not lose the ftoor. ' 

Mr. HUNT. 'l'he Senator from Ari
zona stated that he did not ·believe it was 
proper to increase our salaries on a tax 
bill. I ask him how he feels he. can jus
tify, or how any other Senator can jus
tify, reducing our salaries on the same 
bill. 

Mr. McFARLAND. In answer to the 
Senator's question I may say that I am 
not asking that salaries or compensa
tion be reduced. If the Senate wants to 
act to take away from Members of Con
gress the privilege of receiving an ex
emption on allowances to which they 
are now entitled, it has a -right to do so. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? , 

Mr. McFARLAND. I yield to the Sen
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen
ator from Vermont with the under
standing that I do not lose .the ftoor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware has the ftoor. 
To whom does he yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask unanimous 
consent that I may yield to the Senator 
from Vermont without losing the· ftoor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the Senator from Delaware 
yielding to the Senator from Vermont 
without losing the ftoor? The Chair 
hears none. • 

Mr. AIKEN. Not having heard all the 
debate before voting, I thought I was 
voting for a -salary decrease for Members 
of Congress. I think we will be- rid
iculed for that. Nevertheless, that is 
the situation. 
· What I should like to know now is 
whether we are voting· on a salary de
crease or a salary increase of $2,500. 
In the discussicn preceding -the vote was 
it anticipated by any Member of the 
Senate that the necessary expenses in 
connection - with the · senatorial ·office 
should be deductible? It- makes a dif-
ference. . _ 

.Mr. McFARLAND. I wish· merely to 
appeal to Senators not to . adopt the 
salary-increase amendment . . If they 
_wish to attach~, ~alary-4~~ease amend- . 
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ment· to a tax bill, that is up to them. 
Certainly I do not believe that we ought 
to increase our salaries in this bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware please explain 
whether we are voting for an increase in 
salary or a decrease in net income? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
pending amendment, which has been 
offered by the S.enator from Delaware, 
merely provides that the $15,000, which 
we are now getting, will all be classified 
as salary, and shall be fully taxable. To 
the extent that the present $2,500 ex
emption will be made taxable it consti
tutes a decrease -in salary. The salary
·1ncrease amendment offered by the Sen
ator from New Hampshire to which the 
S:mator from Arizona [Mr. McFARLAND] 
has referred, has been withdrawn. As 
the amendment now at the desk stands, 
it is the same amendment which is on 
the desk of every Senator. It would 
make the full congressional salary of 
$15,000 taxable. · It would ma~e the full 
$40,000 of the Vice President and the 
full $40,000 of the Speaker of the House 
taxable. It would make the full $150,000 
of the President of the United States 
taxable. 
· As I stated before, I never offered the 
amendment on the basis of the increased 
revenue involved. I know that the 
·amount of increased revenue provided 
by the amendment is insignificant ~n 
comparison with the total amount m 
the bill. 

But the American people will accept 
this tax increase in a better spirit if we 
will set the example by repealing our 
special exemption. · . 

No one disputes the fact that this 
is the place to offer the amendment. 
This is the only place, according to what 
we have always been told. Early this 
year when I introduced a special bill, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, that com
mittee advised me that they thought the 
bill should be submitted as an amend
ment to a revenue-producing measure. 
This is the first revenue-producing 
measure which we have had before the 
Senate since Congress has been in ses
sion this year. 

I offered a similar amendment last 
year and the year before. It wai;; de
feated. I believe that as a matter of 
principle we should adopt the measure. 
If necessary to overcome some of the 
arguments, and. in order to get action 
and to pass the amendment as it is, 
namely, as a clean amendment, without 
any salary increase or anything else at
tached to it, I would modify my amend
ment by making the effective date 
throughout the amendment J:muary' 3, 
1953. In that way, if any Member of 
Congress wishes to run for office again 
he will know exactly what he is doing. 
This would leave every Representative 
and Senator, and the President of the 
United States, the Vice President, and 
the Speaker of the House to continue as 
is until January 3, 1953. I would much 
prefer doing it now. I believe it should 
be done now. However, I think the im
portant thing is that we · should get it \ 
done this way if we cannot get it done · 

any other way. I would .make such a 
compromise though only with the under
standing that no other amendments will 
be offered and the Senate will give me a 
clear cut vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
STENNIS in the chair). The Senator 
from Delaware will suspend until the 
Chair tries to get order in the Senate. 
Senators will take· their seats. Visitors 
to the Senate will please sit down in the 
rear of the Chamber and remain quiet. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President--

The· PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware has . the floor. 
If visitors in the Chamber do not re
main quiet, the Chair will ask the Ser
geant at Arms to assist the Chair in 
preserving order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ·The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does it take unani
mous consent to modify my amendment, 
in view of the fact that the yeas and 
nays have been ordered? · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. In order that we 
may settle the question and get a de
. cision tonight, I ask .unanimous consent 
that my amendment_be modified to .pro
vide. the effective date of January 3, 
1951. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. I object! 
The PRESIDING OF1FICER. Objec

tion is heard. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Very well. I shall 

leave the ·amendment as it is, and I shall 
resist any amendment to increase the 
salaries of the President, the Vice Presi
dent, and Members of Congress, as well 
as any special provisions other than 
those which are extended to business
men. I shall insist on a vote on the 
amendment. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment to the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment to the 
amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. In lieu of the para
graph in the Williams amendment which 
changes the compensation of Senators 
and Representatives from $12,500 to 
$15,000, and in lieu of the paragraph 
repealing paragraph (b) of section 601 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1946 <Public Law 601-79th Cong.), 
it is proposed to amend said paragraph 
(b) by striking out thereof the follow
ing words: "for which no tax liability 
shall incur, or accounting be made." 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the lan
guage contained in the amendment of
fered by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] proposes to amend section 
601 of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946 by changing the figure 
"$12,500" to the figure "$15,000." Then 
it would strike out the second paragraph 
of the act, which is paragraph (b). 

If the amendment is adopted in the 
form in which it now appears, that is, 
if the Williams amendment is adopted, 
as offered, the compensation of a Mem
ber of Congress will not .be $12,500, but , 

it will be $15,000, . and there will be 
stricken the fallowing paragraph: 

(b) Effective on the day on which the 
Eightieth Congress convenes there shall be 
paid to each Senator, Representative in Con
gress, Delegate from the Territories-

And so forth-
an expense allowance of $2,500 per annum to · 
assist in defraying expenses relating to, or 
resulting from the discharge of his official 
duties, for which no tax liability shall incur, 
or accounting be made; such sum to be paid 
1n equal monthly installments. 

The whole issue arises because there 
is included in the Legislative Reorgan .. 
ization Act · the wards: ,"for which no tax 
-liability shall occur; · or accounting be 
made."· That is the whole issue. That 
is the whole question involved. It has 
re la ti on to the principle of morals or 
ethics, or whatever we wish to call it, 
as to whether or not we shall have an 
allowance for which we do not have to 
make any accounting. It is involved in 
the words: "for which no tax liability 
shall incur, or accounting be made." 

My proposal is· to strike our the offend
ing words which make the expense al
lowance not subject to accounting and 
not subject to taxation. Therefore, in
stead of increasing the compensation 
from $12,500 to $15,000, the amend
ment would leave the compensation at 

· $12,500, and it would leave the expense 
·allowance of $2,500, but ·it would strike 
out the words~ "for which no tax liabil
ity shall incur, or accounting be made." 
In o·~her words, the $2,500 would be paid 
to us, but it would be an expense allow
ance Which would be subject to account
ability. We would be in the same situa
tion as anyone else ~n that respect. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CASE. Yes. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. What would be 

the effect of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from South Dakota relative 
to the expense account of the Vice Presi
dent, the Speaker of the House, and the 
President of the United States? 

Mr. CASE. My amendment to the 
Williams amendment would not touch 
those items. The Williams amendment 
takes care of that. My amendment does 
not go to that point. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will 
the Sena tor yield? 

Mr. CASE. Yes. 
Mr. CAPEHART. What expenses 

would be charged against the $2,500 
allowance? Would it be railroad fare, 
hotel expense, or rent? What would the 
$2,500 cover? 

Mr. CASE. In my own opinion-and 
that is all I can give-the Bureau of In
ternal· Revenue would have to make a 
ruling on the point. In the so-called 
Jarman letter, which was written by Mr. 
Schoeneman to · Mr. Jarman, it is held 
that "amounts expended in 1947 by a 
Member of Congress for expenses relat
ing to or resulting from the discharge of 
his official duties, including his meals 
and lodging while in Washington, D. C., 
may be offset against the $2,500 expense 
allowance for that year.'' 

The letter which the distinguished 
Senator from Utah presented today indi
~ates that the Internal Revenue Bureau· 
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r-
has changed the ruling on that phase Mr. CASE. Mr. President, as I under
of the subject. On that point I should stood the purpose of the amendment of 
like to suggest that if we wipe out the . the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WIL
$2,500 expense allowance, we wipe out , LIAMS], it was to make the expenses 
any basis in law for allowing anything ., which should be charged against the re
particularly as expenses of Members of muneration subject to tax accountability. 
Congress. If we let stand in the form What qoes the amendment of the Sena
which I suggest the paragraph of the tor from Delaware do with respect to the 
Legislative Reorganization Act which President and the Vice President? 
provides a $2,500 expense allowance, we Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the 
would merely be saying that the amount · normal expense accounts of the Presi
shall be accountable for tax purposes. ·. dent and the Vice President are not in 
If we strike out the paragraph, we de- ~: any way affected, in so far as this 
stroy the expense allowance theory, and amendment is concerned. Every Mem
we merely increase the salary from . ber of Congress knows that the $50,000 
$12,500 to $15,000. I think the legisla- ~, exemption of the President and the $10,
tive history would be much clearer if we 000 exemption to the Vice President and 
simply were to delete the offending words to the Speaker of the House are in ex
and were to leave ourselves with a salary actly the same category as the $2,500 
of $12,500 and an expense allowance of exemption to the Members of Congress. 
$2,500, because then there would be a All of us regard this ·as added compen
basis for allowing expenses. sation. It is merely called an expense 

Mr. President, I am not anxious to use account, to justify the making of the 
all the time available to me; I am per- exemption. · 
fectly willing to have the vote taken In addition to this $50,000 item, the 
now. President of the United States has a 

i Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will regular expense account, which Congress 
the Senator from South Dakota yield?. approves, to take care of all the normal 

L Mr. CASE. I yield. 4!' expenses of running his office. He 
./ Mr. WILLIAMS. I hope the Senator should have that allowance, and I am 
from south Dakota will not press his not attempting to touch it. ~-
amendment to my amendment, because ·.~ However, none of the money now be .. 
his amendment would spell out a special ing considered is used for running the 
consideration for the Members of con- ·'if: White House. I do not think we should 
gress than that provided by the re- .1 repeal the expense allowance for the 
mainder of the amendment for the Pres .. :r President and the Vice President unless 
ident, the Vice President, and the .. we repeal our own expense allowance in 

f Speaker of the House. That is wrong. ~~ the same clean-cut manner, and effec .. 
I ·do not think we should set up two tive on the same date. ;W 
different groups. · -~' So I hope the Senator from South 

~: Rather than to do that, I would much Dakota will not press for the adoption 
·pref er to follow my original compromise, of his amendment to my amendment. I 
namely, to make the effective date of mY.· would much prefer to modify my amend .. 
amendment January 3, 1953. To accept ment making the effective date Jan .. 
your amendment would mean that we uary 3, 1953, which would be the date of 
are willing to take a way the exemption the convening of the new Congress; -and 
of the President and Vice President but at that time every person who ran for 
not our own. r want to remove all or Congress would know what he would re .. 
none effective on the same date. .~ ceive, if elected. 

So I think it would be better to vote .,,. All I am asking is a clear cut vote on 
on my amendment as it is. As before,''' my amendment based upo~ its me~its. 
I repeat my offer to make the effective Mr. GEORGE. Mr. Preside!lt, will the 
date January 3, 1953, with the under .. ~ Senator from Sou~h Dakota yield to me? 
standing that these other amendments -:;-: Mr. CASE. I yield. · . · 
be withdrawn. I want an outright re- . .Mr. GEORGE. r. have not mterfer~d 
peal of this special exemption for both with ?r taken part m the debate on this 
the President and the Members of Con.. quest10n beca~se, frankly, I have not 
gress all effective the same day. .. . understoo~ quite what was meant or 

Let us correct a mistake which has what was mtended to be done, or why, 
been made and one which we all recog- Howev.er, I assume t~at t~ose are per .. 
nize as being unfair. fectly irrele~ant cons1derat1ons, anyway. 

. . I should llke to know when -the Sena-
Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. Presidei:t, ~ill tor from Delaware proposes to make his 

the Senator from s_outh Dakota yield. amendment effective. 
Mr. CASE. I yield.. Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if the 
Mr. BRIDGES. I wish to make to ~he Senator from South Dakota will yield to 

Senator from Sm~th ~ako~a. the pomt me, let me say that under the amend .. 
~h~t the weakness m his J?OS1t1on, as I see ment as it is printed now, the effective 
it, is that we would establish one fo~mula date is November 1, 1951, namely, the 
for an expense account for the President, same effective date as that of the tax 
the Vice President, and the Speaker of bill which is pending before us. Per
the House, and another formula for the sonally, I feel that should remain the 
expense accou?ts of Membe!s of the Con- effective date. 
gress. Certamly tl~e enti~e approach However, many Members of the Senate 
should be on.the ba~is that if a Member feel that certain Members of .Congress 
~f c:ongr~ss is required to spell out and might, at the time of their election, 
Justify his expense account, so should have be.en under the impression that 

. the President, the Vice President, and the they would receive this $2,500 tax exempt 
Speaker of the House. All should be and that otherwise they would not have 
treated on the same basis. run for office. 

Therefore, in order to meet that ob
jection, I am willing to make the effec
tive date of my amendment January 3, 
1953, which will be at the beginning of 
the next Congress. 

Mr. GEORGE. 1953? 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, 1953. 
Mr. GEORGE. Would that also be 

applicable to the President, the Vice 
President, the Speaker of the House an~ 
the Delegates from the possessions? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct; it 
would be applicable to all of them on the 
same date. 

:t do not think we should repeal the 
tax exemption for the President and the 
Vice President as of one effective date,. 
but make the effective date in our case 
some projected ·date in the future. I 
think all should be the same, Mr. Presi .. 
dent. . 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I agree· 
with the Senator from Delaware as to' · 
that; and if he is proposing to make the 
effective date of his amendment Janu-. 
ary 3, 1953, I would offer no objection tci 
it, and I see no reason why we should 
debate the amendment any longer. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if the~ 
Senator from South Dakota will with'I. , 
draw his amendment to my amendment, 
I will modify my amendment so as to~ 
make the effective date of it January 3! 
1953, which will be the date of the con~1 

vening of the new Congress. 
Mr. GEORGE. I would not have the 

slightest objection, for that will provide' 
opportunity to the Congress to consider 
these questions in the meantime. i 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is correct; and1 

it will put the Congress on notice, om-~ 
cially, that effective on that date there 
will be no more special tax exemptions' 
for anyone-either for the President, the 
Vice .President, or the Members of Con.! 
gress-and it will be up to us to recog.1.I 
nize that situation. -

Mr. GEORGE. I would have abso .. -
lutely not the slightest objection, if that' 
is done. 

However, I do not think now is the 
time for us to stop to fix the salary of the 
President or the Vice President or the 
Speaker of the House. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think the Senator 
from. Georgia is entirely correct, and 
that is why I have asked that that mat .. 
ter not be brought in at this time. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, of course, 
under the Constitution we cannot change 
the remuneration of the President dur
ing the term for which he is elected; 
under the Constitution we can neither 
increase nor decrease the remuneration 
of the President under such conditions. 
Certainly it would be in ·harmony with 
that if we did not attempt to change our 
own salaries or remuneration during our 
period of service. , 

As I recall, a numb~r of years ago the 
late Senator Borah, of Idaho, took the 
position that when the salary was in-' 
creased during the term for which he' 
was elected he should not accept the in
crease during that term .. 

Mr. BRIDGES and Mr. WATKINS ad
dressed the Chair . 

The PRESIDING ' OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from South 'Dakota yield; 
and, if so, to whom? · 
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Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I decline 

to yield at this time. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President
Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I should 

like to speak for a minute longer in my 
own time. 
• Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President--

The . PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Dakota declines to 
yield at this time, and he has the floor. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, on many 
occasions the point has been made that 
what is at fault is the expense allowance. 
I think I have pointed out how the ex
pense allowance can be cleared up, 
namely, by simply deleting the words 
which relate to the liability or nonlia
bility for taxation. 

The President of the United States had 
an expense allowance of approximately 
$40,000, if I remember correctly, under 
the old law, before the Legislative Reor
ganization Act was passed. If he does 
not spend that money for expenses, he 
does not r,eceive it; and it is accountable 
for tax purposes in that case. 

The increase in the salary of the Pres
ident made by the act passed just prior 
to the last inauguration of the current 
President made an increase in that 
amount. I do not see that that is par
ticularly involved in my amendment to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Delaware. 

I am perfectly willing to withdraw my 
amendment to the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware, but I shall do 
so on the supposition that this entire 
issue then will come before the Senate 
for further consideration. By changing 
the effective date of the amendment, as 
the Senator from Delaware proposes to 
do, the issue will not be entirely resolved. 
We shall have indicated that we wish 
to get away from the present status of 
the $2,500. Hcwever, I wish to suggest 
to Senators that instead of simply elim
inating the $2,500 and increasing our 
salaries, so that hereafter a Member of 
the nenate will receive a salary of $15,000, 
consideration should be given to han
dling the situation by doing away with or 
striking out the off ending words in the 
way I have suggested, by means of the 
amendment which I have proposed to 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Delaware. 

So, Mr. President, I will withdraw my 
amendment to the amendment of the 
Senator from Delaware, because such 
action will expedite the consideration of 
this question, in my opinion; and I do so 
in order that the entire issue will be be
fore the Congress for consideration. 

I now withdraw my amendment to the 
amendment of the Senator from Dela
ware. 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from South Dakota to the amendment 
of the Senator from Delaware is with
drawn. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to modify my amend
ment as follows: 

On page 1, in line 2, strike out "No
vember 1, 1951," and substitute therefor 
"January 3, 1953." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Sena tor from Dela ware asks unanimous 
consent to modify his amendment in the 
way he has just stated. Is there ob
jection? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, although I 
shall not object, I wish to say that I do 
not think this is the proper time or place 
to be legislating for January 3, 1953. If 
it is proper to have this matter handled 
now, why try to bind a future Congress? 

However, in order to settle the ques
tion now, I shall not object, although I 
do not think this Congress ahould try to 
establish a standard for a future Con
gress. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Arizona will yield, let me 
say that I think I may reassure the ma
jority ·1eader that probably none of us 
will be here on January 3, 1953. 
[Laughter.] So he need not worry. 
- The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Delaware restate his re
quest, please? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
that the following modification be made 
in the amendment I have submitted: 
On page 1, in line 2, strike out the date 
"November l, 1951" and insert "January 
3, 1953." 

On page 3, in line 19, strike out the 
date "November l, 1951" and insert 
"January 3, 1953." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
to modify his own amendment? 

Mr. LONG. I object. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the ques

tion I wanted to ask the Senator from 
Dels,ware is this: Taking the increase in 
tax rates provided for in this bill, and 
adding to it the loss due to the elimina
tion of tax exemption on the $2,500, 
what would be the total amount of re
duction in income of a Member of Con
gress earning $15,000 a year? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. · I do not know. I 
would not want to undertake to say: I 
am offering my amendment based upon 
the argument .there should be no special 
tax exemption. 

Mr. AIKEN. Would the Senator say 
that it would be roughly about $1,200? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator from 
Vermont knows the answer, he may give 
it. I offer my amendment on its merits. 

Mr. AIKEN. No; I do not know the 
answer. If I did, I would not have asked 
the question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senate that objection 
has been heard to the request of the 
Senator from Delaware to modify his 
amendment; but the Senator may offer 
an amendment, even though the yeas 
and nays may have been ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I did 
not hear the objection. Who objected? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion was heard. The Senator from Lou
isiana objected. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I move that "Janu
ary 3, 1953," be substituted for "No
vember 1, 1951." 

Mr. MALONE obtained the floor. 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from Georgia without los
ing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not know why we cannot vote on the 
motion 'of the Senator from Delaware. 
Whether it is finally disposed of tonight 
or tomorrow will not make much differ
ence, but it seems to me we ought to 
have a vote. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator from Louisi
ana has no objection to voting on the 
motion. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I have 
not yielded to the Senator from Louisi
ana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada has the floor, and 
he has yielded · to the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from Delaware without los
ing the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, to fa
cilitate matters, I may say that I under
stand there is objection on the part of 
the Senator from Louisiana to my re
quest, but I would certainly rather have 
the date which is in the bill. If we 
could have a vote on my amendment im
mediately, voting it up or down, I would 
withdraw the motion and call for a vote 
on the amendment. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, that 
would not at all be agreeable to anyone. 
But if the effective date were fixed in 
January 1953 that would give us time to 
consider these questions, and to have a 
proper hearing. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I with
draw my objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In or
der that we may keep the record 
straight, the Senator from Nevada 
yielded to the Senator from Geqrgia. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield for a re
newal of the unanimous consent re
quest, in view of the fact that the Sen
ator from Louisiana has withdrawn his 
objection. ' 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, do I 
have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nevada has the floor. 

CONGRESS SHOULD REASSERT ITS 
CONSTITUTIONAL POWER 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, the 
Congress has abrogated its constitutional 
powers to the executive branch of the 
Government, and it follows the lines of 
least resistance when it assumes that the 
people do not pay all the taxes. The 
consumer pays the taxes of all corpora
tions, and businessmen are simply in
direct taxing agencies, adding any tax 
levy to normal selling prices and turn
ing the collections over to the United 
States Treasury. 
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The principle involved in collecting 

taxes from corporations is a shameful 
farce perpetrated upon the citizens of 
tpis country, and the Senate should face 
the situation. It is a complete subter
fuge, in extracting the earnings of the 
citizens of this Nation. · 

The recent international conference 
held in Canada created a very disturb
ing situation. Mr. President: almost 
every other nation outlined its need for 
more United States money, and there is 
but little doubt that our State Depart
ment was receptive to the point of pledg
·ing such assistance. It is the Demo
cratic party game of committing the 
Congress of the United States to inter
national expenditures before such plans 
are submitted to the Congress. The 
Marshall plan was a shining example of 
that technique. 

THE MARSHALL PLAN 

Mr. President, when Mr. Marshall 
made that little statement of his up at 
Harvard with a paragraph inserted in 
the middle of his speech, he tossed a 
ball which Mr. Bevin iil England caught 
on the first bounce, and within 60 days 
Mr. Bevin told us exactly how much it 
was going to cost us. Then the distin
guished Senators of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee and other Senators told 
us, in effect, that it would be a bteach of 
faith if we did not vote this money for 
these nations. We were told that these 
nations had been led to believe they were 
going to get the appropriations, and 
they got them to the extent of $17,000,-
000,000 during the first 4 or 5 years, and 
the end is not yet. The Secretary of 
State had committed us before the mat
ter was sent to Congress. 

Mr. President, Congress has been led 
1nto senseless spending over two decades 
through prearranged agreements, all 
pointed toward more and more centrali
zation of government and more and 
higher taxes. 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, will 
the ,Senator yield for an insertion in the 
RECORD? 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I think 
it is now time that the junior Senator 
from Nevada addressed the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator declines to yield. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, Truman 
administration programs include foreign 
aid-billions of dollars to Europe with 
no conditions attached-and the propo
sition that taxes must be raised to siphon 
off any raise in wages and to collect any 
remaining money from businessmen. 
How can we stop this senseless dissipa
tion of the wages and property of our 
people unless we refuse to appropriate 
the money and fix tax rates that destroy 
family and business incomes? 

CONGRESS SHOULD SCRUTINIZE THE BUDGETS 

Mr. President, Congress has become so 
accustomed to accepting the budgets 
sent by the President, that it makes no 
effort to find out whether the budgets 
make sense, no effort to analyze them, 
no effort to determine whether the bil
lions upon billions of dollars sent to 
foreign nations accomplish anything for 
us. 

It is time the budgets were pared down 
by Congress and we started to discharge 

our responsibility to the American peo
ple, which responsibility was fixed by 
the Constitution of the United states. 

TREBE IS A SOCIALISTIC PATTERN 

Mr. President, Congress has made 
what could be a fatal mistake. It has 
assumed that each move by the ad
ministration, each principle established 
by its seemingly haphazard legislation, 
each part of its outwardly ragged for
eign policy, was to be considered by it
self upon its own merits. 

The blunt truth, whether we like it 
or not, is that there is nothing haphaz
ard about the continuity of the legisla
tion establishing domestic and foreign 
policy, There is a definite pattern 
which, when viewed in perspective, falls 
into place forming a frightening mosaic 
of Fabian-Marxist socialism. 

During the past two decades, Congress 
has given up its power to regulate com
merce, its power to regulate the money 
supply, its power to approve treaties, and 
many of its other constitutional powers. 
Congress can regain its constitutional 
powers, and it should reassert its right
ful authority as an independent branch 
of the Government. Congress has the 
power, if it has the intestinal fortitude, 
to take back its constitutional powers 
and to protect the people of the United 
States from a power-mad and tax-mad 
administration. 

It may be remembered that Hitler 
never dissolved the Reichstag. He 
simply ignored it. Congress is subservi
ent to the executive branch of the Gov
ernment at this time. It is tied to the 
President's whims and seemingly does 
not possess the moral strength to break 
the spell. The checks and balances set 
up by the Constitution are gone. The 
legislative and the judicial branches are 
dominated by the executive branch of 
the Government. 

The domination by the executive 
branch has been aided and abetted by 
what has become known as the bipar
tisan policy-collusion betwEen repre
sentatives of two supposedly independent 
branches of the Government, established 
to check each other. 

FACTORS DESIGNED TO DESTROY 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have included in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks, excerpts from 
my speech which appeared in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD of May 22, 1951, page 
5559, under the heading, "Six Factors 
To Destroy Economic System". 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SIX FACTORS To DESTROY ECONOMIC SYSTEM 

The six factors used in the last 18 years in 
preparing for the destruction of the 'eco
nomic system of this country include

First. The removal of the metal base for 
.our money, and the utter debasement of the 
currency of the United States of America. 

There is absolutely no brake on the print
ing press money now. Congress has provec;l 
that it will make the change in the backing 
of the fictional metal base for the money. 
When we come to the point where we do not 
have enough gold in Fort Knox to have 40 
percent value behind the currency, Congress 
changes the figure to 25 percent. 

Perhaps it will not be long before they, 
perhaps, will change it to 15 percent, and 
then to 19 percent unless a definite move 

ls made ~o control inflation. Congress is 
trained to do what the President asks it to 
do, and it seems that we simply cannot stop 
the printing of paper money, and inflation is 
the natural result. 

Second. The free-trade program initiated 
through the 1934 Trade Agreements Act by 
the President, by his State Department, and 
the continual lowering of tariffs and import 
fees .without any regard for the fair and rea
sonable competitive principle, which has laid 
the foundation for averaging the living . 
standards of this country with those of the 
other nations of the world. Some say that 
was done to prevent war. Well, we have 
followed this path now for · 18 years, and 

· this is the second war within 10 years-world 
war III. 

It is wearing us down "keeping us out of 
war." 

Third. income and other truces which are 
levied without restraint. They have in many 
cases reached the point where the law of 
diminishing returns takes over, and invest
ment of venture capital is disturbed. 

Just the tnere fact that there is tampering 
with the tariffs, that thei:e is continued tink
ering with the tariffs, threatening the tariffs 
and import fees, not only prevents venture 
capital from going into a new business, but 
runs private capital out of the business 
stream of the Nation. 
· Fourth. Subsidies paid to producers 1n 
lieu of the tariff or import fee. As has been 
said, there has been a gradual substitution 
of subsidies for tariffs. As a matter of fact, 
when the tariff and import fees are removed 
or substantially lowered below. the differen
tial, then the subsidies must be substituted 
to make up the difference, to hold our stand
ard of living. 

Fifth. The tactics ·of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, with its engineers 
and hot-house economists insisting upon 
their own judgment as to the success of a 
venture before allowing stock or shares to 
be sold when, as a matter of fact, the real 
objective should be to guarantee that the 
truth and the facts are told to prospective 
investors. It was never the intent for this 
Commission to determine the feasibility of 
a project, because when that is finally deter
mined beyond a doubt, there is no need to 
sell stock. This action prevents many new 
business developments. 

Sixth. Emergency economic controls which 
contribute greately to socialization and 
nationalization of industries and complete 
economic control by the President of the 
United States. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I would 
add a seventh point, as follows: 

Seventh. Deficit financing, appa?ently 
based on the silly theory that the gr~ter 
the debt the greater the wealth of the 
country. 

MARX THEORY: INCOME TAX TO DESTROY 
CAPITALISM 

Mr. President, Karl Marx s::i,id that 
levying income taxes was the way to 
bring about world socialism and the 
breakdown of any capitalistic system of 
government. I quote the principle 
espoused by him: 

From each according to his abilities, to 
each according to his needs. 

Karl ·Marx criticized the Gotha _pro
gram. That program was followed 'by 
those who favored a slow-type revolu

. tion, whereas Marx said the socialists 
should move swiftly against the govern
ment. 

TRUMAN ADMINISTRATION RESPONSmLE FOR 
:MINING C?LLAPSE . 

Mr. President, recently Mr. Truman 
set up a new agency of Government to 
procure strategic and critical minerals 
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and materials sorely needed by the Gov
ernment, the shortage having been 
brought about by his administration. 
Through Executive orders and legisla
tion recommended by the Administra
tion, and through lack of other legisla
tion, there has been brought about a. 
condition where only taxpayers' money, 
appropriated here, may be used for re
habilitating the stockpiles of strategic 
a~d critical minerals. 

MINING: REVIVE THE URGE 

In the Mining Congress Journal of 
August 1951 there is an article entitled 
"Revive the Urge." I presume some of 
the Members of the Senate would not 
understand that the word "urge" as used 
here has to do with working for reward. 
I will read from the article: · 

President Truman recently set up a new 
agency to expedite procurement of the strate
gic and critical minerals so sorely needed to 
implement our rearmament plans and main
tain the supply of necessary civilian goods. 
One phase of the Federal minerals program 
h as to do with the financing of new ventures 
and expansion of already existing ones. The 
Government feels a duty to help in financing 
projects that honestly merit aid but cannot 
find capital privately. But why must a wor
thy project go hat in hand to Government to 
find the money to get started? 

Is it because the American investor hasn't 
the guts any more to risk his money in a min
ing venture? Are we, as our Red critics 
charge, a decadent democracy? 

The answer is "No." There are just as 
many with the desire to invest and the will to 
invest, but they don't have the funds avail
able. 

Ultimately, it is the investments of individ
uals that finance business ventures, large or 
small (under a true capitalistic system, that 
is). But in the name of combating inflation 
our Government is already taking such a big 
slice of everyone's income that there just isn't 
any venture capital left. It isn't hiding, it's 
being spent by Government, competing with 
private industry * * * supporting farm · 
prices when they show signs of sinking below 
a certain floor • * * bidding other 
prices even higher-as, for instance, when 
metals are scarce because money has not been 
available for expansion programs. 

Iri short, paying the price of Government 
competition through greatly increased tax
ation ha·s all but dried up venture capital. 
This is emphasized when we examine the 
crippling impact of corporate and individual 
taxes imposed under present and proposed 
Federal tax laws. . 

In his statement on the pending tax bill, 
H. R. 4473, to the Senate Finance Commit
tee AMC Tax Committee Chairman Henry 
B. Fernald showed how extremely small is 
the ultimate return to ·the investor in a risk 
venture, even one which proves extraordi
narily successful. A few figures derived from 
his carefully prepared tables bring out the 
point in striking fashion. 

For example, in the case of a corporation 
which earns 30 percent--an extremely high 
rate of return-on an invested capital of a 
million dollars, and which distributes to the 
stockholders the entire earnings remaining 
after corporate taxes (assuming also, for 
discnssion, an excess profits tax credit based 
on invested capital, and that all stockholders 
fall in the twenty to twenty-two thousand · 
dollar t ax bracket), the combined corporate 
and individual taxes under H. R. 4473 would 
absorb 88.2 percent of the total corporate 
income. In other words, $26.50 out of every 
$30 so earned would be taken in Federal 
taxes, leaving only $3.50 to the investor. 
In order for him to receive 8 percent on his 
investment-certainly not a high rate on a 
speculative venture-the corporation would 

have to earn at the rate of 68 percent on 
its invested capital. 

This example becomes even more startling 
1f it be assumed that all stockholders are in 
the eighty-ninety thousand dollar tax 
bracket. Then the Government would take 
$29.50 out of each · $30, and the corporation 
would have to earn 457 percent to yield the 
investor a net return of 8 percent. 

These computations are based on the tax 
bill recently passed by the House and now 
pending before the Senate Finance Commit
tee. Yet even under existing law the dis
parity between corporate earnings and net 
return to the shareholder, after the Govern
ment has swallowed its two bites, is enor
mous. 

Small wonder, then, that investment cap
ital is not readily available for the hazards 
of mining exploration and development. 
Generally, neither the corporation nor the 
individual has enough left after taxes to take 
the long-shot gambles which are inherent 
in the search f.or new ore bodies. Not only 
that, but the incentive to take such risks is 
virtually destroyed when the profit from the 
occasional successful venture goes in major 
part to a Government which does not bear 
the losses of unsuccessful efforts. 
ADMINISTRATION KILLS INCENTIVE TO INVEST 

AND PRODUCE 

Mr. President, if a man should invest 
his capital in a business and he makes 
money under the last condition outlined, 
$29.50 out of $30 is paid to Uncle Sam. 
If he loses money, the loss belongs to 
him. 

In the face of this, the Secretary of 
the Interior had the gall to put out a 
statement that it was a terrible thing, 
something he could not understand, that 
there was not a large production of 
strategic and critical minerals and ma
terials in this country. Such a state
ment is ridiculous when one considers 
that every hiove the Secretary has made 
and every move the administration has 
made for 2 decades has been to close 
down mining here and to prevent invest
ments in any and every business. 

I continue to read from the article in 
the Mining Congress Journal: 

To help in solving this problem, and to 
make it possible for private enterprise to 
continue the search for and develOpment of 
new ore reserves, our Federal tax law should 
be amended to make it clear that expendi
tures for prospecting, exploration, and de
velopment may be deducted from taxable 
income, either currently or as a deferred ex
pense to be charged against resulting ore, 
and with full right to write off losses on un
successful ventures. 

Such a provision is urgently needed to
day-in the interest not simply of the min· 
ing industry, but of the national security 
which so vitally depends upon continued 
and increased supplies of metals and min
erals. 

Mr. President, digressing at this point, 
it can be said that we are now paying 
more money for foreign ores than we 
will pay for domestic ores. Thus, it has 
not been difficult to get money for in
vestments .in foreign fields, but almost 
impossible to get any money for invest
ment in this country. 

I continue to read from the article: 
Adoption of this amendment would do 

more than any other measure that.has been 
proposed to revive activity in the mineral 
exploration field. It would again make it 
possible for private capital to engage in the 
widespread search for and development of 
new ore bodies. It would afford encourage
~ent and 1ncentiv.e to a host of competent 

mining companies, large and small, to carry 
on this work under their own initiative, 
on a broader scale, with. less cost to the Gov-

. ernment, and with greater results in less 
time than in any other way. 

The situation today is far different from 
that in the earlier days of the income tax 
law-when sufficient income remained to the 
taxpayer to permit risk expenditures of this 
sort. The small proportion of current earn
ings now available after taxes is clearly in
adequate for the purpose. It is true that 
depletion is allowed on the cost or percentage 
basis, to allow for the disposal of capital 
assets in mine operations, but the intricacies 
and technicalities are such that it often fails 
to make adequate allowance. Moreover, per
centage depletion is not passed over .as an 
allowance to the stockholder against distri
butions received by him. 

Our Government recognizes the vital need 
to encourage mineral exploration and de
vlopment. Adoption of a suitable provision 
in the pending tax bill will be one of the 
most effective means conceivable for achiev
ing this end. 

Mr. President, this situation has been 
outlined to the Senate on numerous oc
casions during the past 4 Yi years, but the 
administration has violently opposed 
legislation which would provide any 
money or any incentive for private in
vestments in mining or in any other 
legitimate business. 

As the junior Senator from Nevada has 
said, money is not so hard to get for in
vestments outside this country. We even 
have a Point 4 plan under which we 
guarantee investments in foreign coun
tries. We do not guarantee the integrity 
of investments in this country, and fur
thermore we make every effort to keep 
anyone bold enough to want to start an 
enterprise from doing so. We endeavor 
to take away all incentive for such in-

. vestments. 
NATIONAL INCOME INCREASE DOES NOT KEEP UP 

WITH INFLATION 

I wish to point out that the national 
income has continually increased, but 
has not kept up with inflation. As a 
matter of fact, the national income in 
1950 was $239,000,000,000. In 195'1 it is 
estimated at $269,400,000,000. I point 
out, however, that the Associated Press 
commodity price index shows that in 
1950 the cost index price was 167.67, 
while today, the cost index has risen to 
191.21, which is a much greater increase 
than the increase in the national income. 

The New Deal economist, Mr. Leon 
Keyserling, made an, interesting state
ment as reported in a dispatch to the 
New York Times from Washington, 
dated September 23. The headline is, 
"Keyserling Sees New Output Peak." 
"United States Will Reach $400,000,000-
000 in 4 Years, He Says at Israel Bond 
Rally in Capital." 

I read from the · article : 
Leon Keyserling, Chairman of President 

Truman's Council of Economic Advisers, to
day predicted a continuously rising curve of 
American production. The total national 
output, which · now is at the record total of 
$325,000,000,000 will most likely reach $400,-
000,000,000 within the next 4 years, he added. 

I point out that 4 years from now 
will be 1955. To rise to $400,000,000,000, 
the cost index would not have to rise as · 
fast as it has risen in the past few 
_months. In other words, a commodity_ 
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price index of 284, with no additional 
value at all ·in our production, would 
make an income of $400,000,000,000. 
This indicates what has been happening 
during the past 10 years. 

COMMODITY PRICES 

. In 1942' the commodity price index was 
99.04. In 9 years it has risen to 191.21, 
or almost double. In other words, the 
national income of $269,400,000,000 esti
mated for this year, computed on the 
basis of commodity prices in 1942, would 
be about half that amount. For several 
years the public has been completely 
fooled by the propaganda of such so
called economists as Mr. Leon Keyser
ling. 

We are encouraging inflation. In 1934 
the administration cut the monetary 
system loose from the only anchor it 
had, that · is, metal money, or the 
gold standard, and began printing 
money: The prediction of Leon Keyser
ling, the man who is closer to President 
Truman than any other economist, that 
$400,000,000,000 will be the income in 
1954, is sufficient proof that there is no 
intention of changing the money print
ing process. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point as a 
part of my remarks a table showing the 
Associated Press commodity price index 
from 1926 to 1951, inclusive. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the P..r:CORD, as 
follows: 
. Associated Press commodity price idex 

1926 _______________________________ 100. 00 

1938------------------------------- 68.01 
1989------------------------------- 68 . 3~ 1940 _______________________________ 73.27 

1941------------------------------- 86.56 1942 ____ ·_______ ____________________ 99. 04 
1943 _______________________________ 106.01 
1944 _______________________________ 107.07 

1945------------------------------- 109.48 
1946---------~--------------------- 133: 68 
1947------------------------------- 183.60 1948 _______________________________ 187.24 

1949---------~--------------------- 159.93 
1950------------------------------- 167. 67 
1951-~---------------------------- 1191.21 

1 As of Sept. 26, 1951. 

Mr. MALONE. I ask unanimous con
sent to· have printed in the RECORD at 

this point as a part of my remarks an 
excerpt from the Washington Post of this 
morning concer~ing the current index. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the REC

. ORD, as follows: 
COMMODITY INDEX 

NEW YoRK, September 25.-The Associated 
Press weighted wholesale price index of 35 
commodities today declined to 191.21. 

Previous day, 191.31; week ago, 190.31; 
month ago, 190.42; year ago, 192.26. 

[192~ average equals 100] 

1951 1950 1949 1948 

-------1-- ·- ---------
High_________________ 215. 71 207. 64 177. 37 208.14 
Low_______ __ _______ _ 189. 34 159. 30 150. 05 176. 70 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, in 1939 
·the purchasing value of the dollar, meas
ured by the consumers' ~rice index, was 
100.2, and the national debt was $40,-
440,000,000. The per capita debt at that 
time was $309. We find as of 1950, the 
last full year of record, a national debt 
of $256,73l,OOO,OOO, a per capita debt ·of 
$11,676 and a purchasing index price of 
the dollar of 56.1. · 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECOR'> at this 
point the table to which I have referred. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be prin-~ed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Purchasing value of the dollar as measured 

by the Consumers' Price Index, the gross 
national debt, and per capita national debt 

1939. - --------------------
1940. - -- - - ------ ----- --- - -
1941. - -- - - - -------- -- ---- -
1942. ---------------------
1943. - -------------- ------
1944. - ---- - ---------------1945. - __ : ________________ _ 

1946. - -- ----------------- -1947 _____________________ _ 

1948. - ------------ --------
1949. - -- ------------------· 1950 _____ _____ ___________ _ 

Index 

100. 2 
99.4 
94.5 
85. 4 
80.8 
79. 7 
78. 5 
73. 5 
65. 0 
61.1 

159.1 
56.1 

1 Based on 11 months' data. 

National 
debt 

(millions) 

~ 

$40,440 
42, 968 
48, 961 
72, 442 

136, 696 
201, 003 
258,682 
269, 422 
258, 286 
2fi2, 292 
252, 770 
256, 731 

Per 
capita 
debt 

$309 
326 
368 
538 

1, 001 
1, 456 
~,853 
1, 908 
1, i93 
l, 721 
1. 695 
1,6i6 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I now 
come to a very interesting table. First, 

·! 
I may say that the amount of money, 
approximately, which was either paid 
out or pledged to foreign countries since 
World War II was more than $40,000,-
000,000. Forty billion dollars is a great 
deal of money. But we become so used 
to bandying about the words "billion 
dollars" that we do not think enough 
about what they mean. 

To give some idea of the amount of 
money which $40,000,000,000 represents, 
it is approximately· $3,000,000,000 more 
than the combined taxable wealth of the 
11 Western States, including the rich 
States of California, Oregon, and Wash
ington, and the 14 Southern States, in
cluding fabulous Texas. Three billion 
dollars more than the combined wealth 
of these 25 States. That will give the 
Senate some idea of how much $40,000;-
000,000 amounts to. · 

The table I have before me is entitled 
"Statistical Information Regarding Na
tion's Assets and Debts." It lists the 48 
States and contains 5 columns. In the 
first column rs· the State's share of the 
national debt. The second column shows 
the State's indebtedness. The third ·col
umn shows the total of the State's in
debtedness plus its part of the national 
debt. In the fourth column is shown the 
assessed property valuation of: the State. 
The fifth column shows the percentage 
of property valuation to national and 
State debt. 

The table tells an amazing story. If 
38 of the 48 States were suddenly asked 
to assume their part of the national ·debt, 
they would not have enough money to 
do so, even if they disposed of all their 
taxable assets. If they could realize the 
valuation of all their taxable property, 
they would not be able to liquidate their 
part of the national debt and their own 
State debt. My own State of Nevada 
would be one of the luckier 10 States. It 
would have 10 percent of its present 
wealth with which 'to start off new. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the table printed in the 
RECORD at this point in my remarks: 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Statistical information regarding Nation's assets ancl debts 

State's Percentage State's Percentage 
State's State's indebted- of property State's State's indebted-Assessed Assessed of property 

/ State share of outstand- ness plus valuation share of outstand- ness plus valuation property State property national ing indebt- its part of to national national ing indebt- its part of to national 
debt edness national valuation and State debt edness national valuation and State 

debt debt debt debt 

Thousands Thousands Thousands Thousands Thousands Thousands Thousands Thousands 
Alabama.------------- $5, 214, 000 $48, 618 $5, 262, 618' I $959, 000 18 Michigan ______________ $10, 849, 000 $241, 951 $11, 090, 951 $9, 936, 000 90 Arizona ________________ 

l, 276, 000 3, 538 1, 279, 538 732, 000 57 
Minnesota _____________ 

5, 079, 000 140, 375 5, 219, 375 I 2,015,000 38 Arkansas ______________ 
3, 252, 000 132, 785 3,384, 785 689, 000 20 .m~~~~~~============ 

3, 710, ()()() 79,854 3, 789,854 861, 000 22 
California.------------ 18, 025, 000 218, 607 18, 243, 607 13,618, 000 75 6, 734, 000 44, 708 6, 778, 708 4, 762, 000 70 
Colorado._------------ 2, 257, 000 13, 510 2, 270, 510 1, 591, 000 70 

Montana ______________ 
1, 006, 000 21, lll 1, 027, 111 455,000 44 Connecticut_ __________ 3, 418, 000 70,024 3, 488, 024 13, 098, 000 88 Nebraska ______________ 2, 257, 000 1,023 2, 258, 023 2, 712, 000 120 Delaware ______________ 542, 000 36, 838 578,838 1326,000 56 Nevada ________________ 273, 000 785 273, 785 304, 000 110 Florida ________________ 4, 719, 000 16, 520 4, 735, 520 4,398,000 92 New Hampshire _______ 008,000 8,969 916, 969 728, ()()() 79 Georgia ________________ 5,865,000 2, 786 5,867, 786 1, 694, 000 34 New Jersey ____________ . 8, 233, 000 104, 851 8, 337, 851 4, 995, ()()() 60 Idaho __________________ 1,002, 000 893 1, 002, 893 . 486, 000 48 New Mexico ___________ 1, 160, 000 29, 886 1, 189, 886 381,000 32 

Illinois._-------------- 14,835,000 428, 158 15, 263, 158 15,293, 000 34 New York·----------~- 25, 252, 000 824, 327 26, 076, 327 28, 396,000 109 Indiana ___ . _____________ 
6,699,000 14, 946 6, 713, 986 15,078,000 75 North Carolina ________ 6, 916, 000 194, 823 7, 110, 823 4, 104, 000 58 

Iowa. __ --------------- 4, 463, 000 35, 462 4,498,462 3, 934,000 87 North Dakota _________ 1, 055, 000 43, 571 1; 098, 571 1, 119, 000 101 

I:~~~iiri::::::::::::: 3, 244,000 5, 500 3, 249, 500 3,664,000 112 Ohio _____ -------------- 13, 531, 000 197, 588 13, 728, 588 13, 952, ()()() 102 
5, 014,000 8,279 5,022, 279 4,998,000 99 Oklahoma •• ·----------- 3,803,000 104, 173 3, 007, 173 1,822, ()()()• 47 Louisiana ______________ 
4,569,000 2Q8, 657 4, 777, 657 11,369,000 30 Oregon.--------------- 2, 590, 000 36, 710 2, 626, 710 1, 607, 000 61 Maine __________ ------- 1, 556, 000 8, 680 1, 564, 680 762, 000 48 Pennsylvania ______ ____ 17, 875, 090 539, 629 18, 414, 629 1u, 240, ooo 61 

Maryland. __ ---------- 3, 989, 000 57, 911 4, 046, 911 3, 883,000 96 Rhode Island __________ 1,348,000 51, 095 1, 399, 095 1, 784,000 128 Massachusetts _________ 7, 987, 000 162, 926 8, 149, 926 l 6, 436, 000 79 South Carolina ________ 3, 605, 000 70, 251 3, 675, 251 512,000 J 14 

1 Does not include personal property. 
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Statistical information regarding Nation's assets and debts-Continued 

State's Percentage State's Percentage 
State's State's indebted· Assessed of property State's State's indebted· Assessed of property 
share of outstand· ness plus valuation share of outstand· ness plus valuation State national ing indebt· its part of property to national State national ing indebt- its part of property to national valuation valuation debt edness national and State debt edness national and State 

debt debt debt · debt 

Thousands Thousands Thousands Thousands Thousands Thousands Thousands Thousands 
South Dakota •• _______ $1, 111, 000 $35, 804 $1, 146, 804 $1, 320, 000 115 Washington ___________ $4, 051, 000 . $76, 194 $4, 127, 194 $1, 898, 000 46 

74 Tennessee.------------ 5, 605,000 101, 971 5, 706, 971 1, 994, 000 35 West Virginia _________ 3, 415, 000 68,352 3, 483, 352 2, 583,000 
Texas ____ _________ ----- 13, 130, 000 52, 247 13, 182, 247 5, 295,000 40 Wisconsin. ____________ 5, 848, 000 4, 351 5, 852, 351 14, 935, 000 84 

119 Utah.----------------- 1, 173, 000 993 1, 173, 993 848,000 72 Wyoming •• ·---------- 495, 000 2, 934 497, 934 569,000 
Vermont. .------------ 643,000 6, 291 649, 291 342,000 53 
Virginia. _____ ----- ____ 5, 651, 000 19, 045 5, 670, 045 1, 872, 000 33 TotaL __________ 256, 598, 000 4, 578, 500 259, 810, 540 176, 349, 000 68 

1 Does not include personal property. 

WHERE DOES INFLATION COME FROM? 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, we are 
living on one emergency after another, 
in order to justify the levying of new and 
higher taxes to the extent that we siphon 
off any raises in the wages and all money 
which a businessman may be able to 
salvage out of his business. You see, the 
theory seems to be that we must levy 
taxes high enough to sipnon off with 
taxes not only all increases, but addi
tional money, in order to preven infla
tion. Yes, Mr. President, I heard no 
objection raised on the :floor of the Sen
ate to the principle that when a business
man or a wage earner spends his increase 
it causes inflation. According to these 
economists, if we can siphon off all in
creases and bring them into the Treasury 
of the United States through additional 
taxes, giving it to the President of the 
United States and his family of Cabinet 
ofiicers to spend, no inflation is caused. 
In the minds of some people there must 
be a diff erence---although the junior 
Senator from Nevada has never been 
able to discover what it is-between the 
inflationary effect of expenditure by the 
Government and expenditure by indi
viduals. 

I assume the Senate believes there is a 
difference, because the Members of the 
Senate have been following the lead of 
the President of the United States, al
most without question. I do notice that 
every once in a while the Members cut 
down a few thousand dollars in a budget 
item, but when we add it all up at the 
end of the session, it is generally found 
to be within 4 or 5 percent of what the 
President recommended. 

Mr. President, there is a pattern to 
these things laid down by the adminis
tration. 

POINT 4 

Let us take Point 4. That must be the 
n'th degree of something. I have never 
yet met a banker who would listen to 
the kind. of talk we hear from Adminis
tration spokesmen-about one's guar
anteeing his own investment. . Congress 
appropriates money from the tax
payers-and it is as much the taxpayers' 
money as it is the depositor's money in 
a bank. The only difference is that in 
the case of the depositor, his leaving it 
with the bank is voluntary, whereas in 
the case of the taxpayer it is involun
tary. The Government takes it and 
lends it to foreign nations-money taken 
from the taxpayers for the RFC, the 
Mars~all Plan, ECA, the Export-Import 

Bank, or some other trick agency.:_and 
then, through the amazing Point 4, we 
take more money to guarantee the in
tegrity of investments abroad. 

Some day the junior Senator from 
Nevada hopes to find out why most Sen
ators vote for it. This is .something that 
the junior Senator from Nevada, having 
been in the engineering business for 30 
years and always accustomed to making 
estimates and calculating costs, just does 
not understand. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point in my remarks an article the 
junior Senator from Nevada wrote as 
guest columnist for Merryle Stanley 
Rukeyser, the article being syndicated; 
the article clipped for insertion here is 
from the Fort Smith <Ark.) Southwest 
American. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MANAGED ECONOMY-NEW DEAL ADMINISTRA

TION THRIVP'S ON EMERGENCIES 
(By GEORGE w. MALONE, United States Sen-

ator of Nevada) · 
Suppose all threats of war came to an end. 

Truman administration officials shudder at 
the thought. They, who have thrived on 
. one "emergency" after another, would not 
know what to do with peace and normal, 
healthy American economy. The prospect 
of bringing the shooting in Korea to an end 
left the New Dealers badly frightened men. 
They busied themselves justifying spending 
as usual. 

The Korean war had the ulterior value for 
its effect in promoting crisis psychology, the 
stock·in trade of the New Dealers. 

The Truman administration must have a 
war economy or an "emergency" economy in 
o:;:der to function. 

The American economic system was aban
doned by the New Dealers in their whirling 
dervish maneuvers to appeal to all those who 
want something for nothing. 

The something for nothing philosophy was 
not panned out. It was politically · success
ful but economically suicidal. 

Despite the pump priming, the wild spend~ 
ing, the flow of relief checks, the made-work 
projects, unemployment continued to in
crease. At the time World War II broke out 
in 1941 there was more unemployment in 
this country than ever before in history. The 
unemployment problem was finally solved
by World War II. 

One "emergency" after another. And 
things constantly getting worse. · 

The Socialists have wanted from the start 
to discredit the American economic system. 
At the same time, they have tried almost 
every trick in Adolph Hitler's bag in trying 
to regiment the American people. Some of 

this regimentation has slipped through, with 
the result that the hot breath of the bu
reaucrats is felt on the necks of Congress, 
demanding more and more power to tax and 
spend. 

The control fanatics continue to demand 
more and more rigid controls over industry 
to curb prices, which really need nothing 
more than a touch of free American com
petition to take ~are of themselves. 

The great strength of our country lies in 
its productivity. We had an untrammeled 
production machine that being free to grow 
had grown rich in untrapped resburces. 

This we would not have had if we had 
been hamstringing ourselves with Govern-
ment controls. · · 

What has happened under the "managed 
economy," instituted under the New Deal, in 
addition to ever increasing controls over the 
personal and business life of everyone, is 
indicated by the Increases in the national 
debt, the decrease in the value of the dollar, 
and the gargantuan expansion of Govern
ment employment. 

The shortages of production of strategic 
and critical minerals and materials have 
been created through the so-called managed 
economy and then alleviated through a pro
gram of "relief," paid for with taxpayers' 
money, such expenditure being justified by 
the current "emergency." All of this has re
c:;uired more and more "experts" and "econo
mists" on the Federal payroll. 

Was there a plot to make the people de
pendent upon a gigantic central government, . 
subsidize all classes, raise wages, and siphon 
all the raise off in increased taxes, buy off 
opposition, harass businessmen, curtail do
mestic production, encourage slave-labor im
ports, make private investment and all pro
duction unprofitable, and · discourage the in
vestment of venture capital? 

The administration has been able to ac
complish much of its socialistic aims by four 
methods: 

(A) Taxation so designed that if an Ameri
can worker or investor has a profit on in
vested venture capital the profit belongs to 
"Uncle" and if he has a loss the loss belongs 
to him; 

(B) A foreign free-trade policy so designed 
as to curtain domestic production and even
tually pauperize American workers and 
investors; 

(C) Government regulations so designed as 
to eliminate the investment advancement 
have come from venture capital; and 

( D) Reckless spending on the part of the 
Government so designed as to complete the 
collapse of our economic structure. 

Whether by traitorous design carried out 
by half-baked experts or by stupidity', our 
American economic system is definitely 
threatened. 

It is time we got back to fundamental 
Americanism. Our American economic sys
tem is as much a part of America as is our 
countryside, our traditions, and our Republic, 
and those who attack this economic system 
·attack America. 
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When the American economic system is 

gone the death of the American form of gov
ernment cannot be far behind. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I have 
in my hand a publication called Intelli
gence Digest. In the issue for Septem
ber 1951, on pages 18 and 19, there is 
some very pertinent and enlightening in- · 
formation. · 

Under the heading, "British Politics in 
The Crucible", I read: 

BRITISH POLITICS IN THE CRUCIBLE 

All the world, without exception, remains 
profoundly interested in the political strug
gle in ·Britain. The election date, stated by 
the Tories to be surely around October 18, 
does not now seem to be by any means cer
tain. 

SETTING THE PACE FOR SOCIALISTS 

Bevan is now more .clearly .setting the pa_ce 
for the Socialists. Mr. Attlee is forced to 
the left, which, in any event, is the location 
o! h is inner conviction, for he is a great 
leftist by temperament. He will try by every 
means to destroy the reasons for his col
leagues' revolt by going as far leftward as 
he possibly can on all domestic questions. 

Many reports suggest the British public 
will be proved wrong if it thinks the Labor 
Party ha~ done its most. They have every 
intention of going much further-another 
capital levy, if possible a tax on capital 
profits, and, one day, nationalization of the 
land will certainly be adopted. 

Just now they want to cut the ground 
from under Bevan's feet and yet avert 
stampeding the middle class nonparty voter 
into the Tory camp. This is difficult, but 
the utmost device will be used. 

DISCREDIT CHURCHILL, SALISBURY 

One line will be to discredit Mr. Churchill 
and Lord Salisbury to the maximum extent 
over foreign policy. Mr. Churchill is trying 
to avert this by extreme caution; Lord Salis
bury seems to think it better to be proved 
right in the long run than win popularity in 
the short. Mr. Churchill, however, h as the 
House of Commons' viewpoint-he thinks 
more of the hustings-and has fewer years 
with which to play than Lord Salisbury, if 
the natural course works out normally. 
Nevertheless,. within the party, Lord Salis
bury at present has a more powerful sup
port over foreign policy than Mr. Churchill. 

The Tory Party is obliged to face an ex- · 
tremely important issue: Is it to adopt the 
strong line in foreign policy and the ad
vanced view in domestic affairs? Is it to 
temporize on both issues? Is it to go with 
the Socialists over foreign policy but adopt 
a strong opposition to all radical devices in 
domestic politics? 

UPSETTING THE OLD GUARD 

Mr. Butler declines to keep out of the 
dispute on foreign policy and to advocate a 
very advanced radical Toryism in domestic 
politics. This upsets the old guard. Never
theless, he has powerful support. Mr. 
Churchill has more in common with the 
old guard in domestic politics, but has upset 
his old friends of that school over foreign 
policy. Many of the younger men want a 
policy of no compromise abroad and radical 
Toryism at home. 

Intelligence Digest is putting forward no 
view on conservative policies in this report, 
but is merely. recording the tendencies. Very 
many of our readers dislike radical Toryism. . 
Few object to the "no compromise" a.broad. 
The fact remains, however, that the Tory 
Party must make up its mind which policy 
1t 1s going to adopt. 

It cannot face the nation with a quaver 
in its voice. 

!t is very important to notice that if the 
~onservatives waver and fail to show exactly 

-·1-· 

what they mean, the Socialists may remain· 
numerically .v~ry strong-even if they fail to 
get a majority. Communist Union Leader . 
Arthur Horner threatens, moreover, to make · 
Conservative government impossible. 

Mr. President, I might liken the dif
ference between the government of Mr. 
Attlee and the government of Mr. 
Churchill to the difference between the 
opposing parties in the United States. 
DEMOCRATS TRY TO SELECT REPUBLICAN NOMINEE 

For 20 years the Republican Party 
has tried to nominate for the Presidency 
someone for whom the Democrats would 
vote, and each time the Republicans 
have· lost. This time I should like to 
have the Republicans nominate some
one for whom we Republicans could vote. 
I believe the business people and the 
workers of the United States who want 
to conserve the value of their wages in:.. 
stead of submitting to a steal of more 
and more of their wages each day and 
a steal of more and more of their savings 
each day and a steal of more and more 
of their insurance each day; would vote 
for someone who would try to maintain 
the value of the dollar and would try to 
make the dollar an honest dollar once 
more. 
HALF OUR MONEY STOLEN THROUGH NEW DEAL 

INFLATION 

Mr. President, in the last few years 
this Administration, aided and abetted 
by the Congress, has stolen about one-
half of the incomes, one-half of the sav
ings and one-half of the insurance of the 
country, including the pensions, simply 
through inflation. 

I read again from the article: 
In foreign policy they may base them

selves on Titoism and try to fight Stalinist 
communism by a neo-Leninism with which 
they are fast making terms. 

Let there be no mistake about this what
ever. That is the clear intention. 

It is of interest that one of the most im
portant intelligence services on the con
tinent now thinks a study of t::'lis trend to 
be first priority-exceeding in importance. 
the study of Russia. The signs fast multiply 
that this is the new line. It will have very 
powerful support. It is the large question 
of the day. Very important Americans favor 
it. 

Mr. President, I wish to call attention 
to the statement that "very important 
Americans favor it." Who are those 
very important Americans? If they are 
important Americans, is it not reason
able to say they are probably in the Gov
ernment at this time. 

I read further from the article: 
Stalin, they will argue, is a Judas: but the 

revolution was not wrong. Stalin can be 
dealt with by the affronted betrayed mem
bers of the Fabian-Marxist school. 

Mr. President, the Fabian Socialism 
created 40 or 50 years ago, with the dis
tinguished Mr. Shaw as one of its mem
bers, and cultivated and favored over the 
years, finally · took over the English 
Government. · 

So they say that: 
Stalin· caii 'be dealt wit~ by the affronted 

betrayed members of the Fabian-Marx'ist 
school. 

Who are they, Mr. President? They 
are the Socialists. · 

I read further from the article: 
, Then we will have the true revolution re
jtored. 

Then the true Communism will be estab
lished. Stalinism has been a ghastly be
trayal, and the decent Fabian-Marxist will 
show his decency by destroying the betrayer. 

The public ought to know what is being 
planned. It is a matter of fact. The signs 
a.re already quite clear. Indeed, Mr. Attlee 
gave the Communist salute when he wa& in 
Spain during the civil war. Before Stalin 
gave up at tempting excuses for his internal 
and externa1 aggression, almost the entire 
Labor Party was pro-Russian and pro-Stalin. 
Even the late Mr. Eevin was strongly pro
Communist at its beginnings. It would be 
worth every reader's time to look up the 
facts. 

Now the Sooialists see that Stalin must be 
opposed, they sigh with relief that an anti
Stalin Communist has entered upon the 
scene. . Titoism can, they think, save the 
revolution and yet destroy Stalin. If Mao--

Mao of China, Mr. President. 
If Mao should join them it would be the 
gravest threat the . Christian order has e:ver 
faced. · 

Mr. President, if there was any doubt 
about Mao's joining them, if there was 
any doubt about where China was go
ing to land, or in what column it was 
going to end, we settled that. 
NATIONALIST CHINA IGNORED AT SAN FRANCISCO 

I think our great State Department 
settled that question by ignoring Na
tionalist China in the: San Francisco 
conference on the treaty with Japan; 
and, of course, before that time it ig
nored -all representatives of the Na
tionalist Chinese Govermr-ent in the 
preparation of the treaty. The Govern
ment ignored was the - recognized Na
tionalist Government, which had de
f ended China and had fought the Chi
nese Communists for 10 long years before 
we got into it. But they were not called 
in. They were utterly ignored, and that, 
Mr. President, drives the last nail in the 
coffin of Nationalist China: 

There will be an armistice in Koriaa. 
Before the armistice materializes there 
will be another burst of action in the 
battle. There will probably be a good 
many more American boys killed. But' 
there is going to be an armistice there1 

because Mr. Stalin must have an armis
tice in order 'to give him the needed time 
in which to consolidate his gains in 
China. Also, Mr. Truman must have all( 
armistice for his election in 1952. So, 
with the two interests parallel, it seems 
to the junior Senator from Nevada that 
an armistice will materialize. 

Continuing the quotation: 
The British Labor Party intends to play 

this card to the utmost. It is the big devel
opment of the hour. It is of firs.t historic 
importance. The public should know that 
there is this propoilal-to destmy Stalinism 
with another forin of communism. · 

.. AGRARIAN" COMMUNISTS 

Mr. President, again digressing, it will 
be remembered that Mr. Marshall, who 
was · sent out to .Asia· late in 1945, dis
covered, with the help of several eminent 
representatives of the State Department, 
the "agrarian" coihmunists. : According 
to the State Depa:r.tm'ent .they 'were : a 
different kind of communists, and ' triey 
should be allowed to grow, and the Na-
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tionalist Government should be coaxed
that was · their line then_:into joining 
them and forming a coalition govern
ment. 

The indications are that the Titoism 
brand of communism and the agrarian 
form of communism in China are very 
closely parallel. · 

Referring to the destroying of Stalin
ism with another form of communism, 
let me continue reading from the British 
publication: · 

If public opinion wishes this, then there 
is no more to be said for our political tradi
tion that democratic opinion should preyail. 

In other words, our form of govern
. ment has gone down the drain along 
with the rest of them; we are joining 
them. Continuing: 

But if public opinion wants no such thing, 
if it believes this struggle should have the 
object of destroying communism in all its 
forms, it should be told of the design which 
now finds favor, and is being slowly devel
oped without any consultation with the peo
ple by a minority government in Britain and 

. powerful infiuences in America. 
Mr. Attlee's government refuses to work 

for European unity, unless it be in purely 
Socialist Europe. It tried to favor only the 
Socialist s in Germany after the surrender, 
and failed. It refuses to cooperate with 
Spain. It is getting ever deeper into terms 
.with Tito. Everywhere it opposes liberalism 
and conservatism-and everywhere tries to 
favor non-Stalinist leftism-sometimes by 
highly improper means. · 

Mr. President, turning to page 27 of 
this interesting document, under the 
subheading, "Biggest Problem of All", 
I read: · 

On e must remember that it is much more 
important to prepare cadres for the task 
of finding the locally correct solutions, than 
to prepare a program with the pretense of 
foreseeing and solving all possible problems 
in advance. 

The question immediately arises: How to 
organ ize such a body? There is no lack of 
men who now waste their time eith er in the 
difficult jobs, like mining, or leading sterile 
campaigns of party politics in. the Russian 
press abroad. The problem is not how to 
get good men. The difficulty is how to keep 
undesirable elements away-including double 
agent s. And the biggest problem of all is 
how to stop nee-Leninism or fourth inter
nation0alism being foisted upon the Russians 
by t he western leftists who want Stalin to 
go-but the revolution to be saved and spread 
as a result of any new war, whether cold or 
hot, political or military. 

It cannot be urged too often that the left
ist solution is strongly sponsored both in 
London and Washington. Mr. Harriman, 
for example, is believed to lean toward Tito
ism as the best weapon. His views are caus
ing much anxiety to those who know the 
dangers to America of any such policy. 

IRAN UNDERPAID FOR OIL 

Mr. President, we have the spectacle 
of Mr. Harriman in Iran, where the prob
lem was really the underpayment of roy
alties to the Iranian Government. The 
British pay about 17 cents a barrel as 
royalties to the Iranian Government, and 
they have for a long period of years prac
tically_ controlled the government, 
whereas across the line in Arabia, the 
Americans pay 40 to 60 cents a barrel for 
the same kind of oil. Naturally, the 
Iranians do not ~i~e it. 

No suggestion was made by England 
before the Iranian nationalization of oil 
that the royalties be raised, but there was 
a suggestion that we get tough with Iran. 
We have sent at least $25,000,000 to that 
country through ECA, and no doubt we 
are preparing to send more millioru; to 
buy ofI the Iranians. 

ENGLAND' S HAND IS OUT-ALWAYS 

Mr. President, in line with Truman 
administration policies, we have recently 
voted more .billions for Europe. We have 
just had a visit from Mr. Morrison and 
his cohorts. They are not oniy unable 
to pay any recent debts incurred, but 
they are unable to pay a debt incurred 
in connection with the $3,750,000,000 we 
loaned them following World War II, and 
they are not even able to pay the inter
est on it. There is little doubt but that 
the debt and the interest will be· written 
ofI. This, despite the fact they have de
fied this country in the matter of trading 
with Russia and the satellite countries. 

.They say that they must trade with those 
countries because they must have grain 
and lumber.' But there is no difficulty in 
securing grain and lumber from Canada 
and the United States. They say they 
are short of dollars, and therefore they 
must trade with the eastern Europ~an 
countries. If they would let their cur
crency reach its level on the New York 
·and London Stock Exchanges, there 
would be no doubt about their being able 
to use pounds to buy wheat and lumber 
in the United States and in Canada. 

Our people would be glad to make the 
sales. They could buy other products in 
the sterling-bloc area by simply allow
ing their money to become freely inter
changeable with the dollar and without 
any manipulation of its value for trade 
advantage. The reason they are short 
of dollars is because they set a price on 
the pound that no one will pay. We 
would be short of pounds if we declared 
suddenly · that a dollar is equal to a 
pound. No one would sell a pound to us 
for a dollar, and so we would be short on 
pounds. 
ENGLAND ARMS RUSSIA WITH OUR MARSHALL 

PLAN MONEY 

In the British Record, a pamphlet of 
political and economic notes issued by 
British Information Services, dated Au
gust 15, 1951, it says: 

Unlike the United States, said Sir Hartley, 
Britain, with its dense population and almost 
complete dependence on imports of raw 
materials-, has to have a vigorous trade with 
all parts of the world in order to exist. 
Britain received in 1950 more than a third 
of her coarse grain imports, nearly a quarter 
of her softwood imports, a tenth of bacon 
supplies, and many other important items 
from east European countries. 

This is no news to us. We knew. all 
the time they were sending to Ru~sia 
ball bearings, machine tools, electrical 
supplies, locomotives and every other 
kind of product needed by Russia to con .. 
solidate her gains in Eastern Europe and 
to prepare for world war III. The trade 
treaties were listed in the RECORD. Not 
only England but other European na
tions have made trade treaties with Rus
sia and the iron-curtain countries. . . . 

I read further : 
Our position is wholly different in the 

East-West trade from that of the United 
States because of the importance of this 
trade to us. America had not and did not 
need to have any significant trade with the 
Soviet. With us things are quite different. 
We obtain from the Soviet bloc essential 
foods and raw materials and we believe that 
in these trade exchanges we get as good as 
we give economically and strategically. 

Mr. President, it is not a question of 
whether they get as good as they give. 
The question is, Do they help to arm 
Russia, and do they give her the mate
rials she ·needs· to consolidate her gains · 

·in Europe and in ·China·? · Of course-they 
do. 

When the junior Senator from Nevada 
was in the Orient in 1948, England was 
sending shiploads of tin, rubber, and 
other materials to China and other 
Asiatic nations. She simply ignored us. 

ITALIAN PEACE TREATY 

Mr. President, I want to touch briefly 
on a matter which has ·been discussed 
here recently, namely, the Italian treaty 
and its effect on our budget and on the 
tax rate. 

In 1948, when the Italian treaty came 
before . the Sena te, there was included in 
the treaty a provision that the Italians 
.must process . a certain amount. of ·raw 
·materials which would be .furnished by 
Russia and Czechoslovakia to: the. point 
that a certain increment of value would 
be added to the raw materials and they 
would be returned to Czechoslovakia and 
to Russia, all this work being done with
out pay. 

The junior Senator from Nevada fig
ured at the t ime and so informed the . 
Senate that it would require 200,000 
Italians working for the 7 years in 
which they were allowed to do the work 
to process the goods at the rat es which 
were enumerated in the treaty; also that 
it would require approximately 14,000 
foremen to oversee the work, and that 
those men would be largely Communists; 
at least, they would not be loyal Amer
icans. So it would cost about a billion 
dollars over a 7-year period. 

Mr. President, suddenly everyone 
awoke to the fact that the restrictions 
in the Italian treaty, that they could 
not arm and that they must work for 
nothing for 7 years, were being applied, 
and now everyone is against t11e treaty. 
However, as I recall, there were only two 
or three votes against it at the time. 
It was sent up by the President of the 
United States, and, like trained seals, 
the Senate approved the treaty without 
studying it. 

In the New York Daily News of today 
there is the following headline: "H. S. T. 
To Speed o. K. For Italy To Arm." 

That must mean Harry S. Truman. In 
the body of the dispatch it says: 

United States will work for quick revision 
of the Allies' peace treaty with Italy to let 
his country rearm and bec;ome a full partner 
against Russia. 

Speaking, of course, of Premier Gas
peri of Italy, who is a very fine man and 
who made a very fine address before the 
joint meeting of <?ongr~ss. In 1947 the 
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junior ' Senator from Nevada visited the 
Premier in Rome and had a very fine 
meeting and was much impressed with 
his ability. But ability amounts to little 
when there are countries which will treat 
a sovereign nation as this treaty treated 
Italy. Of course, Russia was a party to 
the treaty and must be a party in order 
to change it, but we are now looking for 
loopholes to change it without her con
sent, proving beyond a doubt that a 
treaty lasts only so long as the partici
pating countries feel that it fits the sit
uation. Therein lies the confession that 
all other pacts we are making are con
sidered binding so long as nations think 
the situation merits such a treaty or a 
pact. 

Then there will be found a way to 
break it just as there will be a way found 
to break the Italian Treaty, which was 
supposed to be good for a number of 
years and could not be broken. 

Mr. President, I refer briefly to the 
September 25 column written by Evelyn 
Peyton Gordon, entitled "Aren't We the 
Ones!" 
SOME RECENT MANIFESTATION OF THE GENUS 

AMERICANA 

Miss Gordon is intelligent, a good ob
server, and writes a good column. I 
should like to read an excerpt f ram the 
column as it appeared in the Washing
ton News: 

Aren't we the ones! Hungary tortured 
Robert Vogeler; Red China held our consul, 
Angus Ward, captive for 13 months and bas 
killed thousands of our lads in Korea; 
Czechoslovakia has imprisoned newspaper
man William Oatis. Despite these outrages 
to our national "face,'' Washington shops 
are still permitted to sell in competition 
with American-made goods, hand-made 
blouses from Hungary, lace and embroidered 
table linen from Red China, shoes from 
Czechoslovakia, and hams from Poland. 

Mr. President, I had not previously 
known that Miss Gordon was a student 
of these matters; I am very happy to see 
that in her influential column she men
tions some of the things that are so 
absurd. 

I also call attention to an article writ
ten by Peter Edson, published in yester
day's Washington Daily News. His 
column is entitled "Hunting A Loophole." 
}Je writes: 

How to revise the Italian Peace Treaty ls 
the number one international issue in Wash
ington this week. ·Main reason for wanting 
revision is to permit greater Italian rearma
ment and more Italian troops for General 
Eisenhower's European Army. 

EISENHOWER'S FAILURE IN EUROPE 

Mr. President, of course, Mr. Eisen
hower will resign and come home some 
time this winter because his mission has 
been an utter failure. How long the 
-propaganda division of the State Depart
ment and the Administration can cover 
U!> is something that the junior Senator 
from Nevada cannot estimate; it is a 
very powerful propaganda machine. 

Eisenhower will get very few soldiers 
in the army except American soldiers. 
It will be remembered that we started 
out with the six divisions. Later, while 
Mr. Marshall was still head of the na
tional defense, he said that it would 
require 400,000 instead of 90,000 soldiers 
as first mentioned. 

Mr. Edson continues to say: 
At the start of Premier de Gasperl's talks 

with United States officials here, interna
tional law~·ers were arguing among them
selves over how the Italian Peace Treaty of 
1947 can be revised. That is, legally. 

It could of course be renounced and a new 
treaty drawn up, without the arms restric
tions. That's probably the way the Russians 
would do it. But that's dirty diplomacy. 
Treaties are ·made to be kept, not broken. 

The Italian Treaty was signed by 20 Allied 
Powers. Three of them , are Communist 
countries-Soviet Russia, White Russia, and 
the Ukraine. Yugoslavia has broken with 
Soviet Russia and they aren't speaking to 
Nationalist China. Trying to get these five 
and the 15 other powers to sit down in a new 
peace conference is out of the question. 

The treaty itself makes little provision for 
revision. For the first 18 months after the 
treaty was signed the Ambassadors of the 
Big Four in Rome represented the Allied 
Powers in· interpreting the treaty for the new 
Italian Government. That period has now 
lc -:ig since passed. · 

Article 87 of the treaty provides that any 
dispute concerning interpretation or execu
tion of the treaty shall be referred to the 
Big Four Ambassadors. If they cannot settle 
the dispute within 2 months it is then re
ferred to a two-member commission. If this 
commission does not settle the dispute with
in 1 month, a third member may be named 
by the U. N. Secretary General. 

But the rearmament question does not 
constitute a dispute over interpretation or 
execution of the Italian Treaty. So this 
machinery can't be used. 

What it boils down to is that this treaty, 
negotiated during the term of James F. 
Byrnes as Secretary of State, made no provi
sion at all for revision. The Allied Powers 
would appear to be stuck with it, until 
some bright boy finds a way out. 

CONGRESS ABROGATED ITS AUTHORITY 

Mr. President, that is just another in
dication of how we do business. The 
bipartisan steamroller up h.ere jams 
through anything the President wants, 
whether it be a treaty or an appropria
tion or something else. The Senate of 
the United States has forgotten, appar
ently, that the Congress of the United 
States is an independent branch of the 
Government, and it has abrogated most 
of its authority. About all it has left is 
to make appropriations and pass tax 
bills. It is just as well that it takes quite 
a while considering the tax bill, because 
it is virtually all it has -to do. The other 
work is routine. 

It will be found that the tax bill will 
put a large number of businesses out of 
circulation as well as pauperize a great 
many individuals. 

WASTE OF THE TAXPAYERS' MONEY 

The waste of taxpayers' money seems 
to make no difference to Members of 
this great body. 

Mr. President, as an example of some 
of the money that is being spent, I read 
from a dispatch dated September 20 by 
Robert Crater, a Washington news 
writer: 

The Army and Air Force have added four 
new shows in their million-dollar-a-year 
splurge into radio-TV advertising. 

In radio they will pay $434,000 for 37 weeks 
of Frankie Laine, $50,000 for 48 5-minute 
broadcasts of the sports feature Big Inning, 
$81,000 for seven football broadcasts in . 
Game of the Week-and $254,000 for 26 
weekly sessions of Bill Stern's sportcast. 

An Army spokesman said no TV shows had 
been signed "as yet." 

Last fl.seal year the Army-Air Fol"ce re.:1 

cruiting service spen.t nearly $1,000,000 fo~ 
six radio and TV shows designed to encour:1 age enlistments. This year's total already is 
$819,000, with indications that more will be~ 
spent. 

The money already lined up to be spent 
will surprise members of a Senate Subcom-~ 
mittee on Appropriations. They recentlyi 
heard Col. W. G. • Crawford say the Army 
planned to spend only $735,000 on radio-TV, 
recruiting shows the entire year. 

Crawford explained that a man who en-· 
lists is a better bargain and likely to be a ' 
better soldier than a draftee. 

Mr. President, we have a draft law, a.~ 
very stringent draft law, as a matter of 
fact. There is not very much likelihood,1 

under the Marshall-Rosenberg draft 
law to provide for a professional army

1 
of three and one-third or four million 
men, for any eligible man to escape. I 

RUSSELL-MALONE U. M. T. BILL COMP.LETELY j 
CHANGED 

It may be remembered that the junior 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] 
and the junior Senator from Nevada in-" 
traduced a universal military service bill 
which would have provided for a trained 
civilian army, but no hearings were ever 
held on that bill. The bill was sponsored 
by the American Legion, the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, and other veterans' or:! 
ganizations. It was almost immediately 
sidetracked, and the Marshall-Rosenberg 
bill, providing for a professional army 
which could be trained anywhere in the 
world and used anywhere in the world 
at any time, was substituted. 

It seems to the junior Se.nator from 
Nevada that the expenditure of a mil
lion and a half dollars a year, or what- ' 
ever is being spent to secure enlistments l 
is indefensible. ' 

The Congress thought it had passed a 
bill consolidating the services and mak
ing them into one national defense de- 1 

partment, but we missed the boat.1 

They are now competing with each other 
almost as much as they ever were, even 
to the ppint of competing on the tele
vision and the radio. Such expenditure 
is indefensible, of course. 

The Army, the Navy, and the Air 
Corps flout any provision of national 
legislation after they get the money. 
Certainly it is high time that the waste
ful and unnecessary items were cut out 
of the appropriations bill. 

WE AID IN MAINTAINING COLONIAL SLAVERY 

According· to a dispatch to the New 
York Times on the 24th of September of 
this year, the United Stc.tes says it 
agrees with Gen. Jean de Lattre de Tas
signy. He is a French representative 
who came here to tell us that we must 
send our boys and money into Indochina, 
that the French must have more help. 

The junior Senator from Nevada 
called attention to this very possibility 
at the time the resolutions were intro
duced which invited the President of 
the United States and the Secretary of 
State to make the Atlantic ·Pact. He 
said at that time that if we did pass the 
resolutions, which were unprecedented 
in the Senate, without directing exactly 
what the pact should contain, we would 

. be morally bound to· accept any pact, re
. gardless of flaws. He· said also that arms 
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from the United States would be sent · who point out that they understand such field artillery mowed down when enemy 
to the Atlantic nations, and then soldiers. a id is dependent on future appropriations, emplacements were being captured. One / 

That was hotly denied by members of feel confident that "study" will result in the could see large areas that looked as 
the Foreign Relations Committee and addition~! materiel they have r~quested. though the trees had been cut off with a 
the majority on the floor, and also by NOT FoR MILITARY PURPosEs . long knife. Those trees belonging to the 
certain Senators on the· minority side It was reported that during the talks Gen- French. and the English were charged to 
who follow the Truman line. eral de Lattre did not ask for financial aid the American people; and I am told that 

But here we are. The junior Senator for military purposes. It was understood, the price per tree was high. 
from Nevada called the attention of the however, that economies to be made through Continuing with the United Press dis-

additional United States shipments of fuel, 
Senate to the fact that in passing the for instance, would free funds for other pur- patch: . I 
resolution we virtually agreed that when poses. French quarters confirmed that certain de-
a member of the pact was in trouble, From both the military and diplomatic fense construction will cost the United States 
we were in trouble. How were they going point of view General de Lattre's staff feels a 20 percent tax. Atlantic Pact authorities 
to get in trouble? By defending their that the talks have been an enormous sue- feared the levy might seriously handicap the 
colonial possessions, their colonial slav- cess. On the diplomatic side today's com- American construction program of air fields, 
ery system, their empires. munique pointed out that "United States road networks, and communications planned 

Of Course, that Was hotly denl.ed, but officials stated that de Lattre 's presentation by General Eisenhower. 
of the situation in that area had been in

here we are. \Ve are getting ready to valuable to them and had demonstrated that 
defend France because she is in trouble United States and French policies in the 
defending her colonial slavery system in associated states (Vietnam, Cambodia, and 
Indochina. Laos) were not at variance. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- General de Lattre's staff feels that the 
sent to have printed in the RECORD at general succeeded in showing the State De
this point as a part of my remarks the partment that the present French program 

of granting gradual independence to the 
dispatch to which I have referred. associated states while protecting them was 

. There being no objection, the article essential in view of Communist activity in 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, the area. 
as follows: 

WASHINGTON, September 23.-The United 
States announced here today that it was in 
complete agreement with Gen. Jean de 
Lattre de Tassigny on the importance of 
Indochina in the defense of southeast Asia. 
At the same time it was announced that 
considerable improvement would be made in 
deliveries of military-aid materiel to General 
de Lattre's command. 

The announcement came in a commu
nique issued here jointly by the Depart
ments of State and Defense. "Discussions 
which have been going on in the past week 
between General of the Army Jean de Lattre 
de Tassigny, French high commissioner in 
Indochina and commander in chief of the 
French unibn forces in Indochina, and offi
cials of the departments of Defense and 
State, were concluded at the Pentagon Sat
urday in an atmosphere of cordiality and 
unity of purpose." 

"The participants were in complete agree
ment that the successful defense of Indo
china is of great importance to the defense of 
southeast Asia/' General de Lattre's atti
tude, apparently agreed to by United States 
officials, is that the fall of Indochina would 
mean the loss of at least Thailand~ Burma, 
and Malaya. 

PROGRAM REEXAMINED 
The communique added that "in the course 

of discussions with the Department of De
fense the military air program for Indo
china was reexamined with the result that 
considerable improvement will be made in 
the r ate of delivery of many items of equip
ment." 

Recently the State Department announced 
that in the past shipments to Indochina 
had been made under a priority that was a 
close second to that granted Korea. No men
tion was made today of a change of priorities, 
but it was learned that a new routing sys
tem has been set up for arms to be sent 
General de Lattre. 

The assurance has been made that the most 
critically needed equipment will arrive before 
winter. No breakdown on what equipment 
is to be sent was available, but it was also 
learned that it will include a greater number 
of planes and landing craft than previously 
promised. 

The joint communique asserted that "Gen
eral de Lattre has been advised that the ques-

. tion of additional aid for the French and 
Vietnamese forces in- Indochina in the fiscal 
1952 program is under study by the United 
States Government." . French sources here, 

ENGLAND COLLECTS A COVER CHARGE FOR OUR 
SOLDIERS THERE TO DEFEND ENGLAND 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I would 
remind the Senate of how we are being 
treated in some of these countries. The 
junior Senator from Nevada recently 
read in the Senate a dispatch from Eng
land saying that we were being charged 
$93 per capita annually for our soldiers 
in England, in addition to equipping 
them and paying their expenses and 
salaries which were expended in that 
area. The junior Senator from Nevada 
remarked at the time that it was a little 
difficult to understand what the $93 was 
for. It is probably like a cover charge 
in a night club. . 

Whether there will be a war or not, 
and whether England, France and the 
other countries contribute troops or 
money to amount to anything, appar
ently we will continue to send our sol
diers to Europe. They take the place of 
tourists in the spending of money. The 
cover charge is like the cover charge in 
a club. Our boys are there and the 
United States pays the freight. 

THEY TAKE OUR MONEY AND INSULT US 

Here is a United Press dispatch of Sep
tember 25, entitled, "France Taxes Us 
on Defense Network There." It reads 
in part as follows: 

The United States Army is paying taxes 
to France on the supply and communica
tions network it is building for the defense 
of the west, an American spokesman admit
ted today. 

The spokesman said the United States has 
been paying these assessments since the war. 
He said the same situation applies in most 
Ailied countries in Europe. 

Mr. President, the junior Senator from 
Nevada made a report on the South Seas 
for the Senate Military Affairs Commit
tee in 1943. He was sent out there by 
the committee and was with MacArthur 
for a while. He went to Port Moresby, 
to Buna, and then throughout the rim 
of the South Seas, which was then not 
being actively bombed every day by the 
Japanese. 

We found that we were being charged 
so much for each coconut tree which the 

Twenty percent is the night club enter
tainment charge.· The racket continues, 
and we are the suckers. 

The American taxpayers are charged 
for everything, regardless. We are there 
to defend the European nations. We 
have sent them billions upon billions of 
dollars. We have just voted over 7 bil
lion dollars more. Another billion dol
lars is being sent over by the Export
Import Bank, probably to make up for 
the billion dollars that was cut off of 
foreign aid. We still pay in every way. 

Quoting further from the dispatch: 
Only last week Representative B. CARROLL 

REECE (Republican, Tennessee) asked Secre
tary of Defense Robert A. Lovett whether the 
United States is to pay France the 20 percent 
tax on the $5,000,000,000 in military roads 
being built there. 

France allows no tax exemption, even to 
its own army, a point emphasized by the 
French as 'an argument in support of taxing 
American construction. 

It is a great argument, and they are 
getting away with it. 

FIGHT BEING 'MADE AGAINST UN-AMERICAN I 
TAXES 

Mr. President, there are some activi
ties in the Nation, which are designed to 
remind Congress that they can make 
sense out of a tax bill and out of appro
priations, if they want to do so, I should 
like to read from another article, written 
by Ruth Montgomery. It carries an idea 
which I hope will grow. The only way 
to bring Congress to its senses is to have 
the voters put their foot down and say, 
"This is the end; we are not going to pay 
these taxes, and we are not going to 
vote for anybody who votes for the 
taxes." 

Ruth Montgomery is an able col
umnist and a very observing young 
woman. In her column in the Times
Herald of. September 23 she says in part: 

The wife of Washington Redskins owner 
George Marshall, with the blessing o:f. a na
tional women's organization called "Pro 
America", is launching an all-out drive next 
month against-of all things-Federal in
come taxes. 

The sixteenth amendment to the Con
stitution of the United States puts in the 
hands of the Congress of the United 
States a weapon with which they could 
destroy the wealth of this country and 
the economy of this country. Adopting 
the sixteenth amendment to the Consti
tution of the United States was like 
putting a deer rifle in the hands of a . 
young boy. He is likely to do a little 
shooting before he finds out how power
! ul the rifle is. 
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I continue to read from the article: 
So is Vivian Keilems, the bombshell lady 

industrialist who has been waging a one
woman war with Uncle Sam over his pay-as
you-go income-tax deductions. 

Federal income taxes, according to Co
rinne--

That is Corinne Marshall-
and Vivian, are pure Marxism-a Commu
nist scheme to wipe out the capitaJ,ist. 
When the aroused ladies address the Ebell 
Club in Los Angeles, October 4, they will 
read the riot act, along with a passage from 
Karl Marx's 1848 manifesto which recom
mended that any government, in order to 
become a dictatorship and destroy an per
sonal-property ownership, should employ in
come- and inheritance-tax laws. 

I have not read all of the debates 
which ensued at the time of the passage 
of the sixteenth amendment, but it is 
my information that the debate indi
cated that there never would be more 
than 4 or 5 percent of the income re
quired. Now the President of the United 
States sends a $70,000,000,000 budget to 
Congress. Do we hear any talk on the 
floor of the Senate that amounts to any
thing? No questions are asked; no ef
fort made to save anything for the tax
payers. We just start looking in corners 
and catching up with individuals to see 
if there is not something remaining that 
we can pry out of them. We disregard 
the fact that the rates have reached the 
point where the law of diminishing re
turns takes over. We disregard the fact 
that all incentive has gone for a man to 
work hard and invest his money and 
make more money, and to hire'tnore em
ployees to produce more goods. 

I read further: 
The income tax, according to Corinne, 

should be left to the States. So should so
cial security and a multiplicity of other 
new-fangled Marxist laws. 

Today I received the following tele
gram from the above ref erred to Corinne 
Griffith Marshall: · 
Senator GEORGE w. MALONE, 

United States Sen.ate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I make my living out of rentals from 
small-business men and women who are up 
in arms over additional contemplated taxes. 
They feel so strongly upon the subject be
cause you of the Senate are gradually put
ting them out of business. Roosevelt, Tru
man, and the House of Representatives have 
been blamed in the past for the unwar
ranted taxes loaded on them but now they 
are fully aware of the fact that the Senate 
alone is taking these billions upon billions 
of dollars out of the earnings and savings 
of the hard-working Americans. I doubt 
that any Senator coming up for reelection 
next year will be returned to office unless he 
or she makes a drastic stand against this 
death blow to America. On October 1, I 
am addressing the Los Angeles chapter of a 
national organization of women called Pro 
America. My subject is a complete repeal 
of the Federal income tax-the sixteenth 
amendment. Our project will be to organiZe 
every one of the 47,000,000 eligible women 
voters to demand this repeal or elect new 
Members of Congress. I am sending a copy 
of this telegram to Senators NIXON and 
KNOWLAND. 

CORINNE GRIFFITH MARSHALL. 

In closing, Mr. President, I wish to say 
that what I have given you are examples 

of the follow-the-leader attitude of the 
Senate in following the President with
out asking questions or considering the 
effect. 

Mr. President, in my opinion it is time 
for the Senate of the United States to 
..start reading the bills it passes and to 
determine in some measure where the 
money is going and the ability of the 
people to pay the bill. 

Mr. President, this tax bill is not a 
realistic one. It could be the straw 
to break the back of many individuals 
and business organizations. Much of 
the money to be collected through the 
enactment of this bill would not be 
necessary were it not for the over-gen
erous hand-outs to. be made to foreign 
nations, many of which are in relatively 
better financial condition than is our own 
country. 

Mr. President, the pending tax bill 
should not be passed, and the appropria
tions should be made to fit the available 
income. 

EXE'CUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I move t:p.at the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of executive 
business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider executive 
buiness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. CASE 
in the chair). Reports of committees 
are in order. 

If there are no reports of committees, 
the clerk will proceed to state the nom
inations on the executive cale'ndar. 

NOMINATIONS PASSED OVER 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask that the nominations 
to the Renegotiation Board be passed 
over ·at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the nominations to the · 
Renegotiation Board will be passed over. · 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- . 
tion of Herbert R. Askins, of Arizona, to · 
be Assistant Secretary of the Navy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the nomination is con
firmed. 

POSTMASTERS 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations of postmasters. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the postmaster nominations be con
firmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the postmaster nomina- , 
tions are confirmed en bloc. 

Without objection, the President will 
be notified forthwith of the confirma
tions of nominations. 

RECESS 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I now move that the Senate take a recess 
until tomorrow, at 12 o'clock noon. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 10 
o'clock and 35 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Thursday, ' 
September 27, 1951, at 12 o'clock 
meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 
Senate September 26 <legislative day of 
September 19), 1951: 

UNITED STATES MARSHAL 
Lucius· Marshall Walker, Jr ., of Virginia, 

to be United States marshal for the eastern 
district of Virginia, vice Robert L. Ailworth, 
retired. 

RECORDER OF DEEDS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Earl Wayne Beck, of Missouri, to be Re

corder of Deeds, District of Columbia, vice 
Marshall L. Shepard, resigned. 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate September 26 (legislative day 
of September 19), 1951: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
To be Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
Herbert R. Askins, of Arizona. 

POSTMASTERS 
ALASKA 

Margaret Webb, Bartlett. 
Ethel R. Schmidt, Bethel. 
Paul N. Ripley, Ketchikan. 

ARKANSAS 
Laura E. Ederington, Banks. 
Floyd McAlister, College Heights. 
Luther D. Spurlock, Gould. 
Grover C. Lewers, Heth. 
William H. Hembree, Judsonia. 
Paul J. Perrier, Jr., Mulberry. 

CALIFORNIA 
Mary M. Tibbitts, Alderpoint. 
Carroll W. Marsh, Glen Ellen. 
Marguerite F. Gilbert, Leevining. 
Neva M. Glaze, Oceano. 
Raymond R. Holmquist, Pasadena. 
Donald V. Wheeler, Temple City. 
William H. M~tchener, Whittier. 

COLORADO 
Irma C. McAdoo, Breckenridge. 
Glen V. Norton, Carbondale. 
Lois M. Heyer, Gilman. • 
Carl Eric Samuelson, Las Allimas. 
Leland Y. Cook, Springfield. 

CONNECTICUT 
Emily A. Goan, Cornwall. 
Charles J. Calder, New Hartford. 

FLORIDA 
Manila J. McLenon, Lake Wales. 
Frank M . Greene, Jr., Live Oak. 
Robert Maurice O'Brien, Jr., Nichols. 
Rudolph E. Shallberg, Venice. 

GEORGIA 
Gretchen E. Chandler, Bowman. 
Montine M. Lowrey, Dacula. 
Walter C. Marchant, Milan. 
Cloyd G. Bloser, Sparks. 

ILLINOIS 
Henrietta Hinds, Benson. 
Mildred R. Leary, Byron. 
Raymond T. Murphy, Chicago Heights. 
Elizabet h A. Mosby, Grafton. 
George E. Leibengood, Keithsburg. 
Kenneth W. Atkins, Lebanon. 
George C. Annasenz, Morton. 
George C. Bartholomew, Oswego. 
Ervin I. Williams, Pittsburg. 
Louis V. Keeley, Plainfield . . 
Paul H. Eberle, Ringwood. 
Harry J. Dean, Tinley Park. 

INDIANA 
Raymond Wittenmyer, Bloomingdale. 
Leslie A. Doster, Fremont. 
Charles E. Koymover, Granger. 
Joe Crabill, Kewanna. 
John W. Clerkin, North Vernon, 
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Norbert P. Lecher, Oxford. 
Donald B. Whitelock, Petersburg. 
Ira E. Stabler, Portland. 
Hugh E. McMahan, Rensselaer. 
Frank W. Conn, Ridgeville. 
Solomon S. Fulford, Wawaka. 
Floyd J. Moffatt, West Baden Springs. 

IOWA 

Ralph E. Durfey, Aurora. 
Robert S. Hill, Ayrshire. 
Robert W. Lents, Bridgewater. 
Lyle Barthel, Elkader. 
John F. Rechkemmer, Fairbank. 
Emmet P. Kelly, Farley. 
Edwin C. Seitz, Garden Grove • . 
Edward 0. Koester, Hancock. 
Forrest L. Iverson, Lake MillS. 
Philip J. Durnan, Ossian. 
Carrie R. Newton, Stanzel. 
Edwin A. Hoch, Storm Lake. 

KANSAS 

Donald E. Ford, Leonardville. 
Verna B. Carter, Sawyer. 
Gilbert E. Drake, Sedgwick. 
Harold L. Beck, Whitewater. 

KENTUCKY 

Mary A. Copeland, Fern Creek. 
Eugenia C. Lyttle, Manchester. 
Thomas C. Powell, Monticello. 

LOUISIANA 

Minnie B. Blount, Doyline. 

MARYLAND 

James A. Grove, Frederick. 
William B. Gibson, Owings. 

MISSOURI 

Burl B. Nickell, Atlanta. 
Henry C. Gunn, Barnett. 
Clarence M. Shearer, Jr., Esther. 
Leo G. Kidd, Hillsboro. 
Paul E. Fields, Maryville. 

NEW JERSEY 

Thomas G. Raqics, New Brunswick. 

NEW YORK 

James H. Klingelhoefer, Bethpage. 
Frederick B. Bertrand, Hempstead. 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Bryon E. Brenton, Candler. 
Alfred W. Huff, Mars Hill. 
Daisy Holthouser, Mocksville. 

OREGON 

James E. Schuetze, Lafayette. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Charles Ocepek, Claridge. 
Carroll J. Daly, Greentown. 
Walter W. Gress, Meyersdale. 
Frank P. Hill, Sharon Hill. 

RHODE ISLAND 

Joseph S. Lahane, Newport. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

William D. Hodge, Alcolu, 
William H. Woods, White Hall. 
Beaty Eldridge Reynolds, Sr., Windy Hill 

Beach. 
TENNESSEE 

Calvin L. Draffin, Atoka. 
William T. Vaughn, Paris. 

TEXAS 

Clyde E. Grant, Abilene. 
Travis G. Keeling, Avery. 
Walter R. Fitch, Bedford. 
Willie R. Peacock, Bivins. 
Clifford C. Gilbert, Carbon. 
Ur D. Kindrick, Junction. 
Adolph C. :Mestayer, Lone Star. 
James J. Greer, Los Fresnos. 
Rex L. Harris, Marietta. 
Grady W. Henly, New Deal. 
Walter E. Carlson, Phillips. 
Agnes D. Sanford, Pineland. 

Roger W. Williams, Poteet. 
Arthur H. Reinhard, Poth. 
Byron Williams, Sulphur Springs. 

UTAH 

Joseph P. Dillier, Kearns. 

WEST vmGINIA 

Edith M. Holmes, Masontown. 
Clyde J. Cornett, Northfork. 
Nell W. Marshall, Pageton. 
Theodore P. Latos, Windsor Heights. 

I · WISCONSIN 

Leo F. Mashak, Bangor. 
Arthur L. Peters, Frederic. 
Donald L. Bennett, Glen Haven. 
Emma· V. Parish, Linden. 
Howard E. Gaffney, Oxford. 
Milton J. Potratz, Pardeeville, 
Harold G. Hoit:man, Sparta. 
Herman J. Glinski, Stevens Point. 
Michael J. Gonring, West Bend. 
Stephen V. Johnson, Williams Bay. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

natiqnal Trade Fair, to be held at Chicago, 
Ill., from March 22 to April 6, 1952, inclusive, 
by the Chicago International Trade Fair, Inc., 
a corporation, or for use in cor!structing, in
stalling, or maintaining foreign exhibits at 
the said trade fair, upon which articles there 
shall be a tariff or customs duty, shall be 
admitted without payment of such tariff, 
customs duty, fees, or charges under such 
regulations as the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall prescribe; but it shall be lawful at any 
time during or within 3 months after the· 
close of the said trade fair to sell within the 
area of the trade fair any articles provided 
for herein, subject to such regulations for 
the security of the revenue and for the col
lection of import duties as the Secretary. of 
the Treasury shall prescribe: Provided, That 
all such articles, when withdrawn for con
sumption or use in the United States, shall 
be subject to the duties, if any, imposed upon 
such articles by the revenue laws in force at 
the date of their withdrawal; and on such 
articles which shall have suffered diminution 
or deterioration from incidental handling or 
exposure, the duties, if payable, shall be as
sessed according to the appraised value at 
the time of withdrawal from entry hereunder 
for consumption or entry under the general 

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1951 tariff law: Provided further, That imported 
articles provided for herein shall not be sub

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. ject to any marking requirements of the gen
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras- eral tariff laws, except when such articles. are 

kanip, D. D., offered the following withdrawn for consumption or use in the 
United States, in which case they shall not 

prayer: be released from customs custody until prop-
Almighty God, who art willing and erly marked, but no additional duty shall be 

able to satisfy our temporal needs and assessed because such articles were not suffi-
t 1 1 · h 1 t ciently marked when imported into the 

our e erna ongmgs, e P us 0 appre- United States: Provided further, That at any 
ciate more fully how sacred and wonder- time dui-ing or within 3 months after the 
ful it is that daily we may hold com- close of the trade fair, any article entered 
munion with a mind of supreme intel- hereunder may be abandoned to the Govern
ligence and a heart whose infinite love ment or destroyed under customs supervi
will never let us go. sion, whereupon any duties on such article 

We pray that we may yield ourselves shall be remitted: Provided further, That 
unreservedly to the guidance of Thy articles which have been admitted without 

d d payment of duty for exhibition under any 
spirit, and when the ways are ark an tariff law and which have remained in con-
beset with difficulties may we go forth tinuous customs custody or under a customs 
unafraid, placing our hands in Thine exhibition bond and imported articles in 
and heeding Thy voice when Thou dost . bonded warehouses under the general tariff 
say, "This is the way; walk ye therein." _ law may be accorded the privilege of transfer 

God grant that our faith day by day to and entry for exhibition at the said trade 
may be deepened. May we feel that fair under such regulations as the Secretary 
Thou wilt lead us out of darkness into of the Treasury shall prescribe: And provided 

further, That the Chicago International 
the clear light of day. Trade Fair, Inc., a corporation, shall be 

May we · be supremely confident that deemed, for customs purposes only, to be the 
all things are working together for our sole consignee of all merchandise imported 
good if we love Thee. Hear us in the under the provisions of this act, and that the . 
name of the .Captain of our salvation, actual and necessary customs charges for 
Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. labor, services, and other expenses in connec-

tion with the entry, examination, appraise-
The Journal of the proceedings of ment, release; or custody, together with the 

yesterday was read and approved. necessary charges for salaries of customs offi-
cers and employees in connection with the 

CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL TRADE FAIR supervision, custody of, and accounting for, 
Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask articles imported under the provision of this 

unanimous consent for the immediate act, shall be reimbursed to the extent not 
covered by customs duties paid on articles 

consideration of the joint resolution imported for exhibition at the Chicago Inter-
(H. J. R~s. 330) to permit articles im- national Trade Fair, by the Chicago Interna
ported from foreign countries for the tional Trade Fair, Inc., a corporation, to the 
purpose of exhibition at the Chicago In- Government of the United States under regu
ternational Trade Fair, Inc., Chicago, lations to be prescribed by the Secretary of 
Ill., to be admitted without payment of the Treasury, and that receipts from such 
tariff, and for other purposes. reimbursements shall be deposited as refunds 

to the appropriation from which paid, in the 
The Clerk read the title of the joint manner provided for in section 524, Tariff Act 

resolution. ·of 1930, as amended (U. s. c., 1940 ed., title 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 19, sec. 1524). 

the request of the gentleman from North With the following committee amend-
Carolina? ments: 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: Page 3, line 21, strike out "provision" and 

insert "provisions." 
Resolved, etc., That all articles which shall Page 3, line 22, strike out all after "reim-

be imported from foreign countries for the bursed" down to and including the word 
purpose of exhibition at the Chicago Inter- "Fair" in line 24. 
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The committee amendinents were 

agreed to. 
The House joint resolution was or

dered to be engrossed and read a third 
time, was read the third time, and 
passed, and a motion to reconsider was 
laid on the table. 

MRS. ADELAIDE JOHNSON 

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker, 

105 years ago today Mrs. Adelaide John
son was born. She was one of the out
standing sculptors of our country. I am 
introducing a bill to provide for the na
tional recognition of Adelaide Johnson, 
the sculptor of the Woman's Monument. 
I wish to read the bill: 
A bill to provide for national recognition of 

Adelaide Johnson, the sculptor of the 
Woman's Monument, and for other pur
poses. 
Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the statuary 

work located in the United States Capitol, 
known as the Woman's Monument, shall be 
maintained perpetually in the Capitol in 
honor of America's womanhood, and the 
Architect of the Capitol is authorized and 
directed to cause an appropriate inscription 
to be placed on the back of the monument. 

(b) The Architect of the Capitol is fur
ther authorized and directed to cause a 
marble bust to be made of Adelaide Johnson, 
v;ho is 105 years of age today, the creator of 
the monument, who bears the title of "The 
sCulptor of the Women's Monument," to 
be placed on the fourth of background po
sition on the monument. Such bust shall be 
made in accordance with plans and speci
fication submitted to the Architect of the 
Capitol and shall be maintained perpetually 
in the Capitol. All necessary arrangements . 
for the dedication of such statue, and cer
emonies connected therewith, shall be made 
by the Architect of the Capitol in coopera
tion with interested groups, public or pri
vate. 

(c) The sum of $25,000 is hereby author
ized to be appropriated for payment to the 
said Adelaide Johnson as partial compensa
tion to her for her many years of labor in 
creating the monument. 

The Woman's Monument was originally 
presented to the Nation in the days of Mrs. 
Johnson's great afiluence bu"t because of 
Mrs. Johnson's present dire needs and great 
age it is urgent that Congress grant this 
special emergency request. It should be fur
ther known that Mrs. Johnson spent more 
than 20 years in creating this monument 
and it is the only monument in the world 
made by a woman in behalf of women, dedi
cated. to their emancipation and standing 
in a Nation's Capitol. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mr. BURDICK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 25 
minutes tomorrow, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman frqm Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

[Mr. JOHNSON addressed the House. 
His remarks appear in the Appendix.] 
SHIPMENT OF AMERICAN GOODS ABROAD 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute and to re
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, some time ago we were advised 
in the press, this was about 2 or. 3 years 
ago, that the automobile industry had 
reached the point where the population 
would not be able longer to buy the new 
cars the industry was putting out, and 
it was feared overproduction might in
juriously affect our motor industry in 
Michigan. Some of my colleagues were 
telling me this morning that the French 
were insisting if we continued to send 
relief over there to them we would have 
to pay them to take it, pay some kind 
of a tax to them before they would 
accept it. I was wondering whether or 
not these other countries that we have 
been aiding to the extent of billions-and 
billions of dollars over the years have 
now found it impossible longer to use or 
to store the resources or whatever you 
care to call it-the good things that we 
were sending, including our dollars, and 
if they would have to establish a Fort 
Knox where they could bury the gold 
and store the food that we are sending 
them. If that is the situation, I think 
we ought to devote a little attention to 
the percentage we are to pay them to 
induce them to accept the munitions of 
war-the other property we furnish. 
Twenty percent seems altogether too 
much. Two and one-half percent ought 
to be enough, or it may be if we get a 
Republican administration they will pay 

1 us for it. 
The SPEAKER. The time of the gen

tleman from Michigan has expired. 
MARKETING FACILITIES IMPROVEMENT 

ACT 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill <H. R. 39) to en
courage the improvement and develop
ment of marketing facilities for han
dling perishable argicultural commod
ities. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 39, with 
Mr. BECKWORTH in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit

tee rose yesterday, the Clerk had read 
section 1 of the bill. If there are no 
amendments to that section, the Clerk 
will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
DECLARATION OF POLICY 

SEC. 2. It is found and declared that the 
marketing of perishable agricultural com
modities affects the public welfare and is 
a matter of grave national .concern; that 

vast quantities of frui.ts, vegetables, and 
other p~rishable agricultural ~ommodities 
shipped from various producing areas lo
cated throughout the United States and for
eign countries pass through and are han
dled in public marketing facilities located 
in large consuming areas which are in most 
instances inadequate and obsolete; that the 
handling of perishable agricultural com
modities in such .facilities is attendant with 
many uneconomic practices, greatly increas
ing costs and causing undue losses, exces
sive waste, spoilage, and deterioration, which 
result in producers receiving prices far below 
the reasonable value of their produ~ts, in 
unduly and arbitrarily enhancing costs of 
operations in such markets, and increasing 
the price of food to consumers; that the 
prices of all perishable farm commodities 
are directly affected by the prices made on 
these public markets and are adversely af
fected by the unduly burdensome costs re
sulting from obsolescent and inadequate fa
c111ties; that obsolete and antiquated facil
ities create such an undue restraint and 
unjust burden on interstate commerce as 
to make it imperative that appropriate 
measures be taken to free such commerce 
from such burdens and restraints and to 
protect producers and consumers against op
pressive costs resulting from the use of such 
facilities; that modern facilities would make 
possible the saving of millions of dollars 
annually by removing the cause of many of 
the unnecessary costs and burdens; that in 
spite of the great need for improved fa
cilities, efforts in the past have failed to 
bring about a satisfactory solution to the 
problem; that this failure has been due 
largely to the inability of farmers, dealers, 
brokers, commission merchants, and others, 
individually or collectively, to obtain through 
regular financial channels the relatively 
large amounts of capital necessary for the 
construction of modern facilities. In c0n
sequence of the conditions referred to above, 
it is hereby declared to be the policy of 
Congress through the powers herein con
ferred upon the Secretary of Agriculture, to 
aid in the establishing of such public mar
keting .facilities for the wholesale handling 
of fresh fruits and vegetables, poultry, eggs, 
dairy products, other perishable agricultural 
commodities and sea foOd as will be con
ducive to orderly and efficient distribution, 
increased consumption, and a reduction in 
the spread between prices paid by consum-
ers and those received by farmers. · 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, I off er an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MILLER of Ne

braska: On page 3, line 14, after the period 
insert "It shall be a part of ~he policy and 
general purpose that no law or regulation 
shall be issued to prevent dairy prOducts, 
which meet the requirements of the United 
States Public Health Service Code from sale 
in these marketing facilities or between the 
States, the District of Columbia, or the Ter
ritories." 
... 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the amendment 
for it is not germane. The amendment 
deals with other acts of Congress, and 
other programs which are quite alien to 
the bill now before us. The amendment 
attempts to circumvent existing law, and 
to make lawful that which is now unlaw
ful in that such rules and regulations 
are now in existence and which prevent 
the sale of milk from outside areas in 
the District of Columbia were issued pur
suant to acts of Congress, hereto! ore 
passed. The bill before us does not at
tempt to amend existing law, and I sub-
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mit that the . amenament therefore is 
not germane, and therefore make the 
point of order against it, and insist upon 
the point of order f.or the :ireasons I have 
stated. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man frnm N ebtaska desire to be heard 
on the point of .order? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I do, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, I maintain that the 
amendment is in order because on the 
first page of the bill reference is made to 
the marketing of perishable agricultural 
products affecting the public welfare, and 
being of grave naitional .con.eern. Then, 
on page 2, the biU refers to the handling 
of perishable .agricultural ,prQducts and 
says it is -attendaint with many uneco
nomic practices, greatly increasing costs, 
and causing undue losses, excessive · 
waste, spoilage, and deterioration, and 
that the vailue of the rproducts is en
hanced hecause of the perishable part 
of the program. 

It also l'efers to the Lnterstate Com
merce Act in lines 15 and 16 where it 
states "creaite such an undue ·restraint 
and unjust burden on inteirstate com
merce as to make it imperative that ap
propriate measures be taken to free such 
commerce from such burdens and re
straints and to protect pI1oducers and 
conswners against oppressive oosts re
sulting from the use of such facilities." 

It does not refer to milk, as the chair
man said; it refers to dairy products. 
Certainly dairy ;products are perishaible 
commodities that are carried in .inter
state commerce. There has be.en no law 
as far _as the District of Columbia or 
Territories are conaem.ed regulating the 
sale of milk; tne sale of milk in the Dis
trict of Columbia is governed by a 1regu
lation issued by the Commissioners 
which· prohibits the sale of milk which 
complies with .tne United States Pub
lic Health Service g.i:.ade A requirements, 
milk which is accepted in 3.2 States and 
all of the cities of ithe country except 
one area, the District of Columbia; that 
is the only area where the sale is pro
hibited. Set up one of .these marketing 
facilities in the District of Columbia and 
you would not be able to bring in milk 
that passes in every State in the Union, 
because of the restrictions set up in the 
Commissioners' regulation. 

I maintain that the amendment is 
germane to this bill. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairma!l, m.aY 
I be heard a moment further on the 
point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
hear the gentleman briefly. 

Mr. COOLEY. In reply to the gen
tleman's statement and his reference to 
the language in lines 15 and 16 an page 
2 of the bill, that language does make 
reference to interstate commerce. 
There is no attempt in this bill, however, 
to regulate interstate commerce in any 
manner, and the gentleman's amend
ment is a definite -direct regulation of 
interstate commerce, and he seeks by 
his amendment to make the sale of milk 
legal in specific facilities here in the 
District of Columbia. Should the 
amendment be adopted, this situation 
would exist: Milk could come in from 
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• 
some distant State and be sold in this 
particular facility in the District of Co
lumbia, whereas it would not be accept
able for sale in .any other facility in the 
same District of Columbia. 

We say it is an effort to regulate 
interstate commerce and circumvent 
existing laws. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair
man, if I may ask the gentleman from 
North Carolina a question, does the 
gentleman think that under the bill ·as 
it now stands should one of these mar
keting faci'lities be established in the 
Distriot of Columbia, and I hope one 
will be, that dairy products from other 
State-s could be brought in and sold 
within the District of Columbia? 

Mr. COOLEY. If you were drawing a 
law applicable to all such facilities. 

Mr . MILLER of Nebraska. There is 
no law; it is a regulation. 

Mr. COOLEY. But the regulations 
which the gentleman mentioned are is
sued by virtue of. authority vested in the 
eoverning body of the District of Co
lumbia. The gentleman now is asking 
us here in ·congress to invalidate the 
rules and regulations that are now in ex
istence. I think the purpose of the gen
tleman's amendment is quite obvious for 
the reason I have just given, that the 
gentleman is trying to vitiate a District 
of Columbia regulation with reference to 
one particular market, to wit, the mar
keting facilities which may be established 
pursuant to the provisions of this act. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. If 'I may, 
Mr. Chairman, I will . withdraw the 
amendment and then I ask to be recog
nized for 5 minutes under a pro f orma 
amendment to strike out the last word. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
should like to be heard on the point of 
order, ·Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I un
derstood the gentleman had withdrawn 
the amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman has 
asked -consent to withdraw the amend
ment. Without objection, the amend
ment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. . MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike" out the last 
word. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand the 
Chairman's point of order will ,be sus
tamed. I do not like to off er amend
ments unless I think' they are germane. 
I tried to draw the amendment so it 

· would be germane. I think it is only 
fair that these marketing facilities pro
vided by the Federal Government should 
accept milk approved by the Public 
Health Service. The present regula
tions in the District of Columbia pro
tect the Virginia-Maryland Milk Pro
ducers Association. Only their milk 
can be sold in the District. 

Children must have milk. The gen
tleman referred to milk that comes into 
the District. It is sterilized by steam. 
It is just ridiculous that Congress has 
allowed a monopoly to get a strangle 

. hold on every quart of milk the people . 
of the District of Columbia buy, when 
in 32 States of the Union and all the · 
large cities of the country except this 

city, chemical sterilization is acceptable. 
Chemical sterilization is an accepted 
process of handling milk. But such 
milk products are not allowed to come 
into the District of Columbia. You ask 
why; I answer, because they have set 
up a monopoly, if you please, a tight 
monopoly that prevents any milk com
ing into this milkshed unless it has been 
treated by the steam sterilizat ion proc
ess. Yet chemical sterilization is ac
cepted by all the other States. 

This requirement of steam steriliza
tion makes milk higher in the District 
of Columbia than any other place in the 
United States or at least in the upper 
one-third level. Why, they drink more 
beer and liquor in the District of Colum
bia than milk. The children of the Dis
trict of Columbia are penalized because 
of the high cost; many times it is uneco
nomical to feed milk to them. At Wal
ter Reed Hospital, at St. Elizabeths Hos
pital, you feed the patients milk that 
comes in under chemical sterilization, 
but you cannot do that at the District 
jail, and you cannot do that at Gal
linger Hospital. 

I submit to you, and I submit to this 
committee, that there should be written 
into this bill some kind of regulation, 
and it would really ap_ply only to the 
District of Columbia, that would permit 
milk which has the stamp of approval 
of the United States Public Health Serv
ice andis labeled "Grade A milk" to have 
access to the District of Columbia. I 
think the present situation is most un
just, and I shall certainly search dili
gently in the future for some bill to 
which such an amendment can be 
attached. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLER of .Nebraska. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. I should like to say to 

the gentleman that I have no desire to 
encourage or faster monopolies· in the 
District of Columbia or anywhere else; 
and I do not question the g_entleman's 
sincerity or the object which he seeks to 
accomplish, but I am wondering if it 
would not be· better to meet the issue 
head-on and forth11igihtly by bringins in 
a bill containing the substance of the 
gentleman's amendment and let the 
House decide the very important ques
tion which the gentleman is discussing. 
I am frank to say I would be very much 
impressed with the gentleman's views on 
it; however, I do not think we ought to 
have it in this bill because I do not think 
the application would be general enough. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman -yield? 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 
gentleman knows that I appeared before 
the District committee on the subject 
of bringing in milk from outside areas 
under public health requirements. I feel 
that the gentleman's amendment is ger
mane to this bill but as long as he has 
withdrawn it, of course, it is not subject 
to fUrther discussion. I hope that the 
gentleman will press for action to permit 
good sanitary milk to come into the Dis
trict in order to · break this monopoly. 
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It would be a good thing for the consum
ers of the District and it will be a good 
thing' for the country as a whole. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I thank 
the gentleman. It does seem that the 
Congress should be-interested in break
ing this unholy alliance that now penal
izes every child who drinks milk in the 
District of Columbia. The standards for 
milk sold in Maryland-Virginia and 32 
States should be accepted in the District. 
The citizens are entitled to this good 
milk. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the 
bill before us today presents a funda
mental question which goes far beyond 
the narrow issue whether we should au
thorize Government loans to aid in the 
construction of warehousing· facilities. 
The more basic question is, How far are 
we going in these critical times when our 
defense expenditures are necessarily so 

· staggering and our demands on the tax
payers so heavy, in authorizing the Gov
ernment to embark upon entirely new 
ventures, or to go into completely new 
fields of activity, unrelated to any needs 
of national defense or security? 

We on both sides of the aisle are pay
ing a lot of lip service these days to the 
principle that in these times when we 
are compelled to spend so much money 
to insure our survival as a free nation, 
we should curtail our nondefense 
spending at every possible point. But 
here we are being asked in this bill to 
authorize an embarkation upon a com
pletely new program, namely, the Fed
eral guaranteeing of loans for the con
struction of marketing facilities. We 
should be devoted to the task of devising 
ways and means of reducing presently 
authorized spending instead of combing 
the highways and byways of our national 

1 

economy to search out new and novel 
methods, as yet undiscovered, of obli
gating the taxpayer's dollars. . 

The amount involved is not tremen
dous by Washington standards. The 
authorized appropriation is $25,000,000. 
The limit of the authorized Government 
gua::anty is $100,000,000. In other 
wor-:'s, that is as far as the Government 
could go. But, fallowing the pattern 
that has become so tragically familiar, 
a bill will come before us next year or 
the year after to raise the authorized 
limitation on borrowing. One hundred 
million is just a starter. Those dedi
cated to the philosophy that the Gov
ernment can do everything better than 
anyone else will not rest until this fund 
has been increased to a point where it 
represents virtual Federal control of this 
industry. 

I also call attention to the provisions 
on pages 12 and 13 of the bill which I 
look upon as a joker or a sleeper where 
it is stated that if there is not sufficient 
money in the insurance fund to enable 
the Secretary of Agriculture to make 
payments to mortgagees as provided, he 
is not precluded from acting. Oh, no. 
He may then issue notes to the Secre
tary of the Treasury to obtain funds to 
make additional payments. :Jn other 
words, the possibilities inherent in this 

• 
bill are far beyond the $100,000,000 au-
thorization. Indeed they are virtually 
limitless. 

It is true probably that if the Sec
retary exceeded the limit, a bill .would 
then be brought before us to authorize 
the lifting of the $100,000,000 limit, but 
the damage would already have been 
done and we would be faced with an ac
complished fact. 

Mr. Chairman, precedents can be cited 
for this type of Government operation. 
Some were mentioned by the chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture. It is 
probably fair to say that it is preferable 
for the Federal Government to guaran
tee loans by private institutions than it 
is to make such loans directly. It is a 
matter of judgment where we are going 
to draw the line. Sincere, well-mean
ing men and women will differ. But 
somewhere, sometime, we must decide 
where we shall stop. 

If loans for the construction of ware
housing facilities are to be guaranteed 
by the Government, then why not loans 
to build food-processing plants?" Why 
not loans to build textile and other plants 
to make the clothing for our people? 
Then why not any manufacturing or 
marketing activity concerned with the 
production or. distribution of essential 
commodities? You may say such Gov
ernment guaranties can be restricted 
solely to essentials. All right. Then we 
come to the question, What are luxuries 
and what are essentials? The luxury of 
today becomes the essential of tomorrow. 
Witness, the automobile, the radio, the 
washing machine, the telephone. 

The road down which this bill points 
the way is to the complete guaranty by 
Uncle Sam of all banking and other 
loaning activities. When that road is 
followed to its logical conclusion it leads 
inevitably to the nationalization of 
banking. There are some sincere peo
ple who believe it is desirable in the pub
lic interest to nationalize our banks. I 
do not adhere to that philosophy. I 
riever could. I believe it is the first step 
in a dangerous trend. I believe it spells 
the doom of the greatness of our Nation 
and the happiness and prosperity of our 
people. · 

I am not one who has opposed all of 
these lending and guaranteeing activi
ties of the Federal Government. As I 
look back, I sometimes think, however, 
that my error has b.een in going too far 
rather than in not going far enough. I 
see a dangerous and growing tendency 
on the part of people everywhere 
throughout the land, in the cities and 
in the rural areas, to ask the Federal 
Government to solve their problems for 
them instead of trying by their own 
energy and initiative and on the local 
level in their own communities to meet 
the economic questions which present 
themselves from time to time in the old
fashioned way that my mother and 
father taught me. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for -three 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 

~ New York? · 
There was no objection. 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, 1 

recognize that there are activities which 
are so vast in their scope and character 
and which involve such large expendi
tures or commitments that they cannot 
be adequately handled through private 
channels. Sorrie of those I have sup
ported. It strikes me that is the yard
stick we should employ in reaching a 
decision whether or not we should go 
along · with a particular bill involving 

· the injection of .Government into the 
field traditionally reserved for private 
enterprise. There has been no proof 
offered here satisfactory to satisfy the 
test that in this instance there is a need 
for the Government to step in and to 
guarantee these loans, no proof that un
less that is done, it will be impossible 
for public markets to continue in these 
municipalities. 

True, at the top of page 3 of the bill in 
the statement of declaration of policy it 
is asserted that the failure to construct 
these facilities has been due largely to 
the inability of farmers, dealers, brokers, 
commission merchants and others, in
dividually or collectively, to obtain 
through regular . financial channels the 
relatively large amounts of capital neces
sary for .the construction of modern fa
cilities. 

I have not been shown the evid1mce, 
however-, to support that finding. Con
viction <Jn that point is essential to the 
passage of this bill in my judgment of 
holding 'the philosophy of government 
and its proper function which I do. It 
seems to me that unless we are to change 
our entire concepts regarding the proper 
and legitimate scope of governmental 
activity, it is necessary that we be shown 
that those interested in constructing 
markets cannot obtain the funds to build 
these facilities through private channels. 
They have been built, they are being ad
ministered all over the country, and this 
has been going on for ma.ay years, vrith-

. out this governmental assistance. The 
burden of showing the need for change 
rests squarely on the shoulders of t.he 
proponents of this measure. They have 
not met that burden. 

An impressive lis4; of those who support 
this measure was given to us by the dis
tinr;uished chairman of this committee. 
They know of the particular little prob
lem before -them. It is the same prin
ciple we have encountered time and time 
agai11. There was no one speaking be
fore this committee for the vast body of 
people, the taxpayers and the wage earn
ers of this country, and all the folks 
that must foot the bill for these ad
ditional governmental activities. · I want 
to hear from them before I lend my sup
port to this bill. I do not want to hear 
from just the little group that might be 
benefited, whether they be business or 
labor or agriculture or any other group. 
I want to hear from the vast segment 
of the people and find out whether they 
want us to authorize the Government in 
these times to embark upon new and 
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Potentially costly ventures. I do not be
lieve they do. · 

There is another dangerous element 
in this legislation which time does not 
permi.t me adequately to discuss. I see 
in this measure ·one more effort to bring 
another activity, this time the market
ing of farm commodities, eventually un
der the complete contrnl of a central 
government. I have nnalyzed this meas
ure and find repeatedly provisions con
ferring powers upoP. the Secretary of 
Agriculture to lay down standards and 
control t.he determination as to w!10 shall 
loan the money, who shall borrow the 
money, what the terms cf the loan shall 
be, where these markets shall be placed, 
and so f ortb. There are no less than 30 
places in this bill where specific power 
or authority is deleg:ated to the Secretary 
of Agriculture, designed to fasten his 
hold firmly on this segment of our econ
omy. That should be a warning to us. 
We are the guardians of the liberties of 
our people. Let us not fail to flllfill the 
sacred trust which they have committed 
to us. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike· out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I have asked for this 
time for the purpose of clarifying from 
the members of the committee who are 
handling this legislation the intent of 
the legislation and the scope of the au
thority for handling these facilities after 
they have once been erected. 

I would like to preface what I have to 
say on this legislation with the state
ment that I have supported, with the ex
ception of the Mexican wetback bill 
passed recently by the House, every piece 
of legislation favorable to the farm in
terests of this country since I became a 
Member of Congress in 1945, without 
question. But there are some questions 
that I want answered, and I think the 
committee is entitled to some clarifica
tion. 

For instance, it was my pleasure as 
chairman of the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Education and Labor to 
conduct the hearings on November 12, 
1949, into the famous Di Giorgio farms 
in California. There is some interest
ing information that I am sure has a di
rect bearing on this legislation. Let me 
remind you that this firm at the present 
time is well on its way to cornering the 
fruit and vegetable markets of the 
United States. This firm owns outright 
the facilities in the city of Baltimore. 
They control 50.59 percent of the facili
ties in the city of New York. At times 
as much as 80 percent of the fruits and 
vegetables reaching the New York mar
ket come from the Di Giorgio farms in 
California. 

Let me read to you the extent of their 
operations. This is the testimony: 

The Di Giorgio Corp. has controlling or 
minority interests in the followtng enter
prises in addition to this: The Baltimore 
Fruit Exchange; the New York Fruit Auc
tion; United Fruit Auction, of Pittsburgh; 
United Fruit Auction, of Cincinnati; Fruit 
Auction Sales; of Chicago; Klamath Lumber 
& Box Co.-

. And many other affiliates. 
What I want the committee to ex.plain 

to the Members of this House is, Will 

this octopus that is ·bordering on the edge 
of becoming a monopoly be eligible for 
loans under this act to build these facili
ties and tighten its hold on the fruit 
markets in the major cities of this coun
try? If they are, I do not want any part 
of it. 

Here is a farm that is doing business 
in excess of $18,000,000 annually. They 
handled over 12,000,000 packages of fruit 
in 1949 and over 600,000 packages of 
vegetables of various 'kinds, cartons and 
crates of vegetables. I just want to know 
whether we are giving Government as
sistance here by underwriting a loan to 
an outstanding corporation that is now 
fastening its tentacles upon the fruit 
markets and the vegetable markets of 
the United States. 

I see a gentleman from the State of 
California is here. I am sure he is going 
to have something to say about it. Along 
with the other members of the commit
tee, I think the House needs an explana
tion. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BAILEY. I yield ti.. the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. May I call attention 
to the fact that if the gentleman will 
refer to page 14, line 18-, he will find this 
language : 

That the market facility will not be op
erated in a manner which would discrim
inate against any perishable agJ"icultural 
commodity on account of geographical origin 
of. such comm99ity or prevent any producer. 
seller, or buyer from utilizing the market 
facility because of his organization, business 
methods (if not unfair or unlawful), mem
bership or nonmembership in any organiZa
tion, or on account of the method of trans
portation of the products. 

It certainly is not contempl~ted that 
any loan would be made under this act 
to accomplish anything such as was de
scribed by the gentleman. 

Yesterday the gentleman will recall 
that there was great excitement over the 
fact that I had ref erred to a warehouse 
that had been built between Richmond 
and Petersburg by the A. & P. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BAILEY~ Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from · 
West Virginia. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COOLEY. It was suggested then 

that I was complaining because of the 
efficient method in which this corpora
tion was operating its business. That 
was far from my mind. I was commend
ing the eft'ort of the A. & P., and showing 
how private corporations and associa
tions had demonstrated more foresight 
and vision than many of the municipali
ties in which farm produce is sold. The 
gentleman, I think, knows it is not our 

, purpose to encourage any monopolistic 
operation. We are trying here now to
let the public markets be in a better posi
tion to compete with these efticiently 
operated marlrnts. 

Mr. BAILEY. May I ask the gentle
man this direct queEtion? Will they be 
eligible for a loan-yes or no? 

Mr. COOLEY. No; not if they oper
ate the market as a monopoly, as the 
gentleman described. 

Mr. BAILEY. Will there be any reg
ulations by the regulatory authority, 
which will limit the amount of space 
they can acquire in one of these facili
ties? 

Mr. COOLEY. That will be entirely 
in the hands of the operating authority, 
whether it is a municipality or whether 
it is a privately organized corporation. 
All of the plans for the operation of the 
market first must be submitted and ap
proved by the marketing experts in the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

What would prevent any organization 
from coming under the loan provisions of 
this bill? 

Mr. COOLEY. The language of the 
bill prevents it. If the gentleman will 
read the bill, I am sure he would have a 
better understanding of it. 

Mr. BAILEY. I cannot find anything 
in the bill to convince me that they 
would not be eligible for a loan. 

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman will 
look at the language I just referred to 
on page 14, you will see that the loan 
will not be insured to any private cor
poration to operate a closed market. 
The market must be open to all produc
ers and to all buyers. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

The provision that the gentleman re
fers to certainly would not permit the 
renting of space to people to come in on 
a monopolistic basis to sell their eggs, 
meat, and other -poultry products, and 
so on, but the monopolies would run, al
though the loan, of course, would not be 
made on a monopolistic basis. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from West Virginia has 
expired. 

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last two wo1·ds. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe · the 
people I represent in the Seventeenth 
Congressional District of Michigan want 
me to support this legislation. The 
people of my district have provided their 
own marketing facilities, and I am sure 
they would not want me to support leg
islation which would make them poten
tially liable some day to pay for market' 
facilities in cities perhaps a thousand 
miles away from them. This bill pro
vides exactly that. That is one of the 
objections I have to this bill. The other· 
objection, which is more serious in my 
opinion and which has been very ably 
discussed by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. KEATING], is the principle of 
looking to Washington for every con
ceivable thing in their normal life. 
Lincoln once said: 

The Government should never do for the 
people what the people can do for them
selves. 

It seems to me that when the history 
of this country is examined, that in this 
particular field we will tlnd that the 
people through the years have done for 
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themselves what the Government might 
have done for them. The people have 
never asked that it be done for them. 
vie might as well say to the country, 
"Why not let the Federal Government 
guarantee the money or the loan re
quired for the building of police stations, 
fire-engine houses, text ile mills, and mer
chandising plants?" This bill violates 
the American principle of local self
governmen t. This is a foot in the door. 
I do not say the Federal Government 
may positively be called upon to pay the 
bill, but suppose it is called upon to pay 
for a venture which has not proven 
successful. Then the Government of 
the United States is in the marketing 
business. If these risks are not good 
enough to be taken by local investors, 
they· should not be built. The best 
judges of that are the people in the 
local area, whether it is New York, Bos
ton, Philadelphia, or any other city. 
For that reason, I do not think this is 
a field into which the Federal Govern
ment should. inject itself. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. I would just like to 

say to the gentleman that the Market
ing Division of the Department of Agri
culture does not make studies in any 
community except upon the request of 
the people in a particular community. 
I have information here to the effect 

·that in Detroit now there is a study of 
the marketing facilities under way. So, 
there must be some question as to the 
adequacy of these facilities in the city 
of Detroit. I concede that the gentle
man has a question in his mind as to 
the adequacy of available facilities in 
certain cities now. But the gentleman 
should know that in forty-odd cities the 
people are calling upon the Department 
of Agriculture to make studies of their 
marketing facilities, and they are mak
ing those studies pursuant to legislation 
which we hav.e already passed and wh"ch 
we are financing. 

Mr. DONDERO. May I say to my 
distinguished friend, the gentleman from 
North · Carolina, that undoubtedly those 
studies have been influenced and per
haps instigated by a trend in th.is land 
to look to the Federal Government for 
everything. · 

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, no. 
Mr. DONDERO. Why should these 

cities expect the Federal Government to 
provide marketing: facilities for them 
anyway? Why should they not do it 
themselves? 

Mr. COOLEY. I can answer that. 
The Boston market is perhaps 200 years 
old, and the New York market is over 
100 years old. 

Mr. DONDERO. I still have faith in 
the city of Boston. 

Mr. COOLEY. I have lost faith in 
the people of the city of New York re
garding marketing facilities because my 
committee has studied that problem quite 
thoroughly and we know they are not 
going to improve that facility unless they,:, 
can be induced to build a marketing 
facility which is easily accessible to 
trucks an 1 trains. 

Mr. DONDERO. If they do not build 
their own marketing facility, there must 
be something wrong as far as their 
ability to manage and make self sus
taining that kind of a facility. 

Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman 
know, and can he tell the House what it 
costs to unload a carload of produce in 
his city? 

Mr. DONDERO. I am not aware of 
or familiar with all of the details. I am 
aware of this, however, that this bill we 
would be nationalizing and placing in the 
central government authority and even 
financial responsibility in an entirely new 
field. How long will it be before the 
Federal Government controls every
thing? 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman ap
parently ctoes not understand the bill. 

Mr. DONDERO. I think I understand 
it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
DONDERO] may proceed for five addi
t ional minutes. · 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman fro~ 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DONDERO. There is one morJ 

point I wish to stress. I have before me 
two pages of requests from industrial 
plants in the Detroit metropolitan area 
and from other sources, and particularly 
the mayor and the superintendent of 
schools of the city of Detroit. and a 
number of other citizens in my congres
sional district, all appealing for the al
location of steel to construct school
houses, and to continue the operation of 
industrial plants. If this bill passes and 
these marketing facilities are to be built, 
they are going to compete for the very 
strategic material, steel, needed for these 
purposes. 

I think this bill should be defeated. 
Marketing facilities should be provided 
at the local level and not the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Ch::tirman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. I have a very high 

regard for the gentleman, and I think 
he has some respect for my opinion. I 
w.ant him to know that I have studied 
this subject for more than 15 years and 
that I am very much for this bill. The 
answer to the gentleman's question as 
to why the Federal Government . does 
not go into the building of police sta
tions is that that is a community matter 
which can be settled by the community. 
But there are factors in this program 
which go beyond the local community; 
they involve the railroads and many 
other elements that are not controllable 
by a city, and as in the case of New 
York and Philadelphia the markets are 
so old that the consumers are the ones 
who are suffering, 

Mr. DONDERO. Let me interrupt the 
gentleman at that point. Who will be 
benefited more than the consumers of 
the particular areas where these mar-

keting facilities are built? Has all local 
pride died in this land? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. No, but the gentle
man is denying the consumers the help 
which this bill would give them; there 
is no money loaned in this bill. · 

Mr. DONDERO. That is true. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. There is an insurance 

provision. 
To answer the gentleman's other 

question-and it is a fair expression by 
him and others as to scarce material_._ 
there is nothing in the bill that takes 
scarce material; the material would not 
be available. I believe the gentleman 
from North Carolina will concur in an 
amendment that will be offered to sat
isfy the qualms of those people who 
think scarce materials might be involved; 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. I would like to say, 

since some objection to the bill has been 
prompted by fears that scarce and criti
cal materials might be utilized in the 
construction of marketing facilities, I 
understand the gentleman from · Perm
sylvania [Mr. MUMMA] will offer this 
amendment: 

That construction of the marketing fa
cilities will not entail the use of controlled 
materials in quantities requiring allocation 
by a Federal agency. 

If that were . inserted in the bill it 
would seem to me it should do away with 
the fears which have been expressed by 
several Members. As chairman of the 
committee I would have no objection to 
the amendment and will so say at the 
time it is offered, but I cannot accept it 
on behalf of the committee. 

Mr. DONDERO. That is a partial 
answer to my objection. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DONDERO. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. · In connection with 

the gentleman's very apt and well
phrased comments about this bill, cen
tralizing further powers and responsibil
ities in Washington, I have gone through 
the bill and find that there are 30 in
stances in it-and they are marked in 
my copy of this bill-where additional 
authority or power is vested in the Sec
retary of Agriculture. 

In my judgment there are those-I 
exonerate many of our Members, most 
of our Members, but there are those who 
are using this measure to do what we 
have seen done time and time again 
here, and that is to place the marketing 
facilities eventually completely under a 
centralized Federal control in Washing
ton. 

Mr. DONDERO. I think that is wrong 
for this country has operated on a differ
ent principle and it has been successful. 
Why change the system? 

Mr. KEATING. That is right. 
Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DONDERO. I yield. 
Mr. CANFIELD. There is evidence. in 

the testimony that the Market Street 
job in New York City alone will cost 
$200,000,000. 
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Mr. DONDERO. There is but $100,-

000,000 of guarantees provided in this 
bill. I shall vote against this bill ana 
hope it will be defeated. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: · 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan moves that the 

Committ3e do now rise and report the bill 
back to the House with the recommendation 
that the enacting clause be stricken out. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I make this motion at this 
time not only because I think it is a good 
time to make it, but because I think the 
bill should be defeated and I desire to 
answer the gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. CooLEY], my very good friend, 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
PHILLIPS]. 

The g.entleman from North Carolina 
said-at least I understood him to say
that the Department of Agriculture 
never made any survey or investigations 
unless the people of the community 
wanted it. ':Lhen .he· referred to the city 
of New York. I would just like to call his 
attention to this 120-page release that 
they put out to the different agricultural 
agencies of the country calling upon the 
people to get together and give the De
partment some idea about a family-farm 
program-so-' called. 

Three Federal agents in different 
· counties have called my attention to 
that pamphlet and in substance stated: 
"We do not want any of it." I think 
there are other Members on the :floor 
right now who have had the same expe
rience. That was an attempt, all too 

- familiar to us, to give . the Department 
of Agriculture an opportunity to come to 
Congress and say that the people want 
that particular program. The people 
do not want any of it. Yet the De:part
ment of Agriculture spent a lot of money 
trying to ind-:.ice the people to get to
gether right quick and tell Congress that 
they wanted something new with refer
ence to this family farm program. In 
par t it was just another somewhat dis
guised effort to give the country a little 
of the Brannan plan. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
PHILLIPSJ-and I admire him and have 
confidence in him-just goes contrary to 
the views expressed by my ·colleague so 
well and so completely, and I refer to the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DON
DERO], when he said that this is just 
another attempt to go along with the 
New Deal program, socialistic as it is, 
and get the Federal Government in
terested in some activity which we can 
carry on in the various States for our
selves. If we are Republicans, if we 
have any principles at all and intend to 
go along with them, why do we not do 
so when bills like this come up? Why 
do "me too-ers," when they know the fal
lacy of the program, with one breath 
condemn socialism, then swallow a big 
dose of it just because some group thinks 
it will be of advantage to its members 
if they can get Federal officials to help 
them run their own affairs which, in 
truth and effect, they can do better 
than can those who are directed from 
Washington? 

The gentlemen talk about the interest 
of the consumer: May I say to the gen
tleman from California, if there is any 
State in the Union where the growers of 
fruit and vegetables and other agricul
tural produce are organized it is in the 
State of California. Look back over the 
papers for a year, for the last 10 years, 
and I do not believe you will find 2 years 
in succession where the growers and the 
dealers in California have not destroyed 
hundreds of thousands of dollars' worth 
of crops. Why? Because they did not 
get the price they wanted. Within the 
last month I saw pictures of apples. I 
do not know whether the apples were 
grown in California, Washington, or 
Oregon, but somewhere in the North
west. I saw pictures of bulldozers cover
ing up apples which hatl already been 
bought and were ready for shipment. 
Why? It has long been the practice 
when the price did not suit them to let 
the crop hang on the trees until it 
dropped to the ground, or, after it was 
packed, in order to maintain the price 
here in the East, to destroy the crop
sometimes oranges, sometimes some
thing else. That was not because some
body in the East had a monopoly. It 
Wa'S not because there was no wareh-Ouse. 

· It was not for that reason that we did 
not get it. Oh, no. It was because the 
growers thought they could not ship it 
at a profit , and I do not criticize them 
if they cannot ship and sell at a profit 
for not marketing it. But do not lay the 
blame for lack of consumers willing to 
purchase at your price on anyone here 
in the East or in the Middle West. Do 
not come in and tell us because you do 
not wish to build your own warehouses 
that the rest of us must build a ware
house or a sellrng facility in every city 
so that you can get what you want or 
need for your produce. 

On yesterday they were arguing over 
here-I think the gentleman from North 
Carolina {Mr. COOLEY] was arguing, I 
am sure others were arguing, that these 
chain stores were building big ware
houses to market fruit. Well, they pay 
for them. They ar.e in the open mar
.ket, and because of their efforts they 
bring to the consumer a better article at · 
a less price. I hold no brief for them~ 
My interest is in the little fellow on the 
street corner, the corner grocery store. 
'But the supermitrkets render a service 
which the people want and are willing 
to pay for, so why criticize them? 

Let me read an editorial from the 
morning's issue of the Washington Post. 
I read: 

THE FOOD CHAINS 
With the National Association of Food 

Chains holding its eighteenth annual meet
ing here, it is a good time to reflect on what 
modern food distribution has done for con
sumers in this country. Throughout the 
land, the old-fashioned grocery store has 
given way to well-lighted, clean, attractive, 
and systematized food department stores that 
operate on a surprisingly small mark-up and , 
profit. By means of self service, modern 
packaging, and easily accessible parking, the 
business of getting the produce of farm, pas
ture, and orchard into the homes of millions 
of consumers has been amazingly simplified. 
Not the least of •the advan tages of this mod
ern way is the development of huge super-, 

markets where the houeswife can find al
most any food that hungry stomachs may 
crave. 

This modern development is not, however, 
simply a matter of easing the housewife's 
shopping task and trimming food-distribu
tion costs. Through its national associa
tion the vast system of food-distributing 
chains is able to dispose of surplus products 
that formerly were unmanageable. If there 
is a surplus of sweetpotatoes in Alabama 
or of tomatoes in Texas, the association alerts 
the chains and the chains m ake a special 
effort to mo e the surplus food into con
sumption. In this. process the association 
works with agricultural producers an d co
operatives as well as with the chains to the 
advantage of both. 

It cannot be doubted that this high ly or
ganized and smoothly functioning syst em · of 
food distribution has contributed to the high 
standard of living in the United States. 
While the chains have found it possible to 
cooperate in the exchange of information, 
competition among them remains keen. 
And they have substar.tial competition from 
cooperative groups of independent mer
chants. Their strength and their appeal t..o 
th ".1 publfo come from mass distribut ion of 
food with ever-increasing con?enience to the 
public. The genius that has gone into 
building this system is in m any ways com
parable to that . responsible for present-day 
mass production, which bas given America 
its industrial strength. 

There are many reasons, any one of 
which should be sufficient to defeat this 
bill, which have been put forth on the 
:floor. My colleague from M~chigan, [Mr. 
DONDERO], po~nted out very clearly that 
the passage of this bill was but the wedge 
which would open the crack through 
which would follow an innumerable 
number of similar plans putting the F~d
eral Government into all sort'S of busi
ness. 

That subject might be enlarged on 
indefinitely. 

Several have also argued, and the 
argument is sound, that it is unfair, 
when there is so great a shortage of steel, 
when school districts ·and hospitals are 
seeking steel--sometimes to complete 
construction of public buildings which 
are under way, sometimes to erect new 
buildings which are needed-to use tons 
of steel in the construction of facilities 
which are not at this time needed. 

The bill, if enacted, will be destructive 
of the rights of the States, it will bring 
the Federal Government-using the tax
payers' money-into direct competition 
with taxpayers upon whose payments 
this Government depends for its very 
existence. Time does not per!llit further 
argument, but many of my colleagues 
have clearly pointed out the unsound
ness of this type of legislation, and, un
less we are to embrace socialistic prin
ciples, we should either recommit· or kill 
the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Michigan ref erred to my remarks of 
yesterday and again today. I had ref
erence, I think most of you know, to 
the investigation of marketing facilities 
in different cities in which investigations 
were made at the request of interested 
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citizens in those communities where the 
investigations were conducted. I did 
not say anything about the PMA family 
farm program. That is absolutely alien 
to the bill we have before us. And it is 
a rather st range sort of scene when a 
Member of Congress takes the position 
that has been taken here; that the en
tire work of a hard-working legislative 
committee, extending over many years 
and during both administrations, should 
be sabotaged on the floor of the House 
by a man who knows nothing about what 
he is talking. 

This committee operated under the 
leadership of the gentleman from Kan
sas [Mr. HOPE] during the time that the 
Republican Party was in power and tbe 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HOPE] re
ceived the cooperation of the Democrats 
on this committee. When I took ·over 
the chairmanship I had the cooperation 
of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
·HoPEJ and other diligent and faithful 
Republicans of this committee. 

This House by unanimous vote author
ized my committee to do something 
about this deplorable ·situation. We 
have sent subcommittees to Chicago, 
New York, New Orleans, and all over the 
country to study the problem. The· gen
tleman who speaks about it talks as if 
something new is being started. Why, 
this started with the Federal Trade 
Commission in 1917. Investigation after 
investigJ.tion has been made and thou
sands of dollars have been spent. Cer
tainly we are not trying to embark upon 
some new and novel program to waste 
the Federal taxpayers' money. To hear 
the author of this motion, you would 
think there is something partisan about 
this, that the Democratic Party is try
ing to do something new. I have stated 
on this floor time and again that my 
interest in this problem started in 1945 
when I spent long hours of the night on 
the Washington Street Market in New 
York City. There are Members. of this 
House who had an opportunity to make · 
the same observations that we made but 
who refused to learn anything about this 
problem. 

Now, they simply say that we are going · 
into something new, that we are going 
to guarantee some more loans. I won
der if these gentlemen who are opposing 
the building of these markets by the use 
of guaranteed loans voted against the 
Federal housing bill in which we author
ized the slum clearance of the cities? 
We have authorized slum clearance on 
the farms. Now we are trying to au
thorize a little slum clearance in the 
market place. When you realize that 
it costs $9 to efficiently unload a carload 
of produce and when you realize that 
it costs $115 to unload it in an ineffi
cieI?-tly operated market, such as the 
Washington Street Market in New York 
o-: Dock Street in Philadelphia, that is a 
penalty or tax that the consumers of this 
Nation are paying on every carload of 
farm produce. It is just a question of 
whether you want to take this chance 
of authorizing these loans. You say that 
the money should be available from local 
sources. Do you think the city of Rich
mond would not go on and build the 
market if it was able to do so? Do you 

think the city of Boston would not do 
something about it? 

I tell you that the opposition is com
ing from the vested interests who own 
and control these deplorable ratholes in 
which the consumers and the producers 
of this Nation are forced to transact 
their business. 

I submit that this is a good bill. It 
ought not to be sabotaged. Imagine · 
what a ridiculous position this House 
is in when it on one occasion, about 
12 months ago, voted unanimously for 
this bill and now it turns out that it is 
something horrible, something obnox
ious. Why did it become so obnoxious 
just yesterday? You gentlemen · have 
had an opportunity to come before our 
committee and express your views. Why 
have you not done so? We had open 
and extended hearings. Forty-three wit
nesses came from all parts of this coun
try clamoring for this legislation. 
Eighty-seven statements were submitted 
·in support of this legislation. I chal
lenge you to find over a dozen men in 

· this whole record who have opposed the 
building of these markets. Certainly, 
most of them who have opposed this leg. 
islation have an interest in p:roperty 
now being used in some of the markets 
·which should be improved. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is · on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. NICHOLSON), 
there were-ayes 39, noes 40. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] One hundred 
and four Members are present, a quorum. 

So the motion was rejected. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair

man, I move to strike out the last word, 
and I ask unanimous consent to proceed 
for three additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair

man, I rise in opposition to this bill, 
H. R. 39. 

First let me state that I am always 
suspicious of a bill when its proponents 
spend a great deal of their time attack
ing the motives of those who are oppos
ing them. Certainly one can be opposed 
to this bill on the very simple grounds 
that he is against the idea of seeking 
solution to all the inadequacies existing 
in the ·country by running to the Federal 
Treasury. He can oppose the bill be
cause he believ~s in local self-govern-

. ment and private initiative. 
Personally, I have not the slightest 

idea of what pressure groups are for and 
a gainst the bill. Frankly, I do not care. 
I am satisfied that certain of our citizens 
are directly concerned with the passage 
or defeat of this bill. If they know their 
business, they have probably made their 
views known to the more powerful Mem
bers of this body. .I hope they have 
and I praise rather than condemn them 
if they have. As a freshman Congress
man and a member of the minority party 

to boot, no one has troubled to solicit my 
support or even my vote for or against 
the bill. 

I am getting pretty sick and tired of 
the debates in the House which impugn 
the motives of either the Members who 
argue for or against a bill or the group 
of citizens who either support or oppose 
a bill. Let us stick to the •bill itself. 
Let us, for heaven's sake, take as ad
mitted the integrity of our colleagues 
and their deep loyalty to their country. 
Let us extend this same presumption to 
our fellow citizens. 

Now this does not mean that the heat 
of debate about what a bill accomplishes 
should be diminished. But the argu
ments should revolve about the bill, not 
the people proposing or opposing it. 

The committee chairman has stated 
that this bill has received extensive 
study. This may be so but there is little 
evidence of such a study up to the pres
ent. A Member of the House not on the 
committee can only judge the commit
tee's work on three bases: 

First. The committee's report and 
the committee's hearings. 

Second. The adequacy and.competency 
of the sta:ff available ·to the committee. 

Third. The knowledge exhibited by 
the committee members. upon debate of 
the bill on the floor of the House. 

In the particular instance of this bill 
it must be stated, first, the committee of 
the Eighty-second Congress has held no 
hearings whatsoever and this is the 
Eighty-second Congress, gentlemen, not 
the Eighty-first. The committee of the 
Eighty-first Congress held hearings 
which covered a total of 16 hours. Hav
ing read the hearings, I cannot conclude 
that they were comprehensive. One 
member of the .committee stated that 
field trips were made, at an unidentified 
.time, to various cities. There seems 
to be no written report of these trips 
available to the Members of the House 
so we gain little benefit here. 

Second. Nothing has been said about 
the staff work on this bill and there 
seems to be little evidence of staff work 
having been done. 

Third. As stated before, the chairman 
devoted most of this time not discussing 
the bill but castigating its opponents. 
This leaves me, as I have said, unim
pressed with the amount of study de
voted to· the bill. 

The bill is a typical example of en
couraging the Federal Government to 
go into the field of private enterprise. 
The argument is the usual one: 

First. Private enterprise has fallen 
down on the job. 

Second. The job must be done. 
. Third. Government should do it. 

The argument is just as fallacious as 
it has been on Federal housing, Federal 
power, Federal education, or Federal 
anything else. 

First. Although private enterprise may 
have fallen down on its job, it does not 
necessarily follow that private enter
prise cannot do the job with a little 
prodding. 
· Second. Although the, job must be 
done is not proof that the Federal Gov
ernment can do the job. 
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Third. Nor does it follow that even 

granting the corrollaries which we have 
just denied, that the Federal Govern
ment should do it. 

I suggest that those of us who believe 
in the private-enterprise system, and I 
believe in it as the only safe and sure 
way to accomplish results, that when we 
find a situation where there is a need, 
and private enterprise is not adequately 
filling that need, we sit down and figure 
out how we can accomplish the end 
through private enterprise. 

Granted we need better marketing fa
cilities. We need better things in every 
phase of human endeavor, let us never 
get so complacent that we do not recog
nize this. The first question I want to 
know, are the inadequate facilities 
which the chairman has suggested are 
a health hazard, the result of inadequate 
or unenforced State and municipal laws? 
Does he know or does the committee 
know? If the committee has studied 
this, where are the results of this study? 

I suggest that probably a stricter en
forcement of local municipal laws is the 
proper way to force private enterprise to 
build adequate marketing facilities. Cer
tainly if you permit private enterprise 
to get by with inadequate facilities from 
a health and building standard stand
point they will try to get by with them. 
If the situation is this way, let a congres
sional committee investigate and report. 
The publicity resulting from a report of 
such a shocking condition, if in truth 
such a condition does exist, will go a long 
way to solve the problem. But this com
mittee apparently has not even thought 
of such a study, let alone made it. 

Or is the.problem that under the bank
ing laws banks cannot make such long
term loans? I do not believe this. is the 
trouble because other communities than 
those mentioned in the report seem to 
be able to solve their problems without 
help from the Federal Government. But 
if it is, then let us take a look at our 
banking laws. These are safe loans, the 
committee chairman tells us, and the 
Federal Government is running no risk, 
then let us stop keeping our banks out 
of good banking business through poor 
banking laws. But the committee has 
made no study of this question. 

At this point, I wish to interpolate the 
thinking of some fine Fabian socialists. 
They state that the first attack on private 
enterprise should be through an attack 
on private capital. Keep it away from 
the field of private enterprise under at
tack, then private enterprise will default 
on the job, then we can call attention to 
this, then we can say, well, it must be 
done, so alas, gove:tnment will have to 
move in. Then when government moves 
in and messes up the job you call atten
tion to the pcivate enterprise -still in the 
picture and suggest that private enter
prise even with governmem.t help ia not 
doing the job and that, alas:, Government 
will have to take over more and more. 
Finally, of course, government com
pletely takes over. This is not just . a 
dreamy blueprint, unfortunately 

But to get on. Perhaps it is incentive 
that prevents private enterprise from 
moving in to build and.set up more ma-x
keting facilities. lf the. committee's 

study had revealed this to be a fact, then 
I would suggest that a favorable tax pro
vision be written which would add to the 
incentive of private enterprise to do tfie 
job. This has proved most successful in 
the gas and oil field and conversely the 
failure to do it in the mining field has had 
noticeable results the other way. 

There are many ways of encouraging 
private enterprise but you only look for 
these ways if you are truly interested in 
preserving a free-enterprise system. And 
it requires more work, more time and 
effort, more study, more patience and 
more faith in the integrity of your fel
low citizens. It is so much easier to 
to avoid this work, so much easier to 
believe your fellow citizen is motivated 
solely by the desire to make money-that 
he is special or vested interest. Yes, it is 
so much easier to prepare a bill and let 
the Federal Government do it. Let the 
cost come out of the Federal Treasury. 

My own opinion is that it is time for 
this Congress to go to work. And if this 
committee believes a problem exists in 
the marketing facilities around the coun
try, let them go back and really study 
this problem and see if they cannot solve 
it through the system of private enter
prise. I am certain the people of St. 
Louis for whom the committee seems so 
solicitous in this matter, will be happy if 
they do this. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is perfectly obvious 
that the gentleman who has just ad
dressed the House does not approve of 
many things that Congress has done. I 
assume that he does not approve of the 
rural-electrification program; that he 
does not approve of the slum-clearance 
program which has been provided for 
our cities and the slum-clearance pro
gram for the country either and many 
other programs. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I decline to yield. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. The gentle

man has used my name. 
Mr. COOLEY. I have not used the 

gentleman's name, and I do not yield. 
By the same argument all of us 

should be opposed to the insurance of 
individual bank deposits. There are 
many things that Congress has done 
which are apparently objectionable to 
the gentleman who has just addressed 
the House. 

I am not conscious of having casti
gated anybody; I have tried to present 
the facts. I believe every Member of this 
House who has listened to the debate 
certainly knows something about the 
bill that is now being considered. It is 
suggested that our committee has given 
only superficial consideration to the 
question with which we are dealing. I 
think any fair appraisal of the record 
and the transcript of the evidence will 
show clearly that the committee has 
worked long and intelligently and dili
gently on the matter before us. 

This is not a new theory; it is not 
a new idea; it is something that we nave 
tried f oi.: several years to accomplish in 
the interest of both consumers andl tne 
producers. If you will i.:ead the hear ... , 

ings you will observe that the bill is 
supported by the farm organizations, 
that it is supported by consumer groups, 
and by others affected by the marketing 
of agricultural commodities. I think 
that when tl ... e amendment to be offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania is 
offered and accepted, we will know.that _ 
the bill certainly does not contemplate 
the use of critical materials in short 
supply to the injury of the defense ef
fort. 

I hope that we will move forward with 
the debate, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend
ment. 

I am opposed to the passage of H. R. 
39, the farm marketing facilities finance 
bill. This is socialistic legislation pro
viding further Government encroach
ment on private enterprise. It will take 
away from the defense program mate .. 
rials, manpower, and financing. We 
do not want our boys in Korea praying 
over there while we are not passing the 
ammunition. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last wo-rd. 

Mr. Chairman, as far as I know there 
is not a single individual in my district 
who is interested in this bill directly or 
indirectly, or who will benefit from it 
in any way. We do not produce fresh 
fruits or vegetables commercially, and 
there are no large cities, and no large 
markets irr my district. But I believe 
anyone who has given consideration to 
the question of· agricultural marketing 
in this country must reach the same con
clusion I have, and that is that the weak
est spot in the· marketing of agricultur
al commodities in this country is our 
method of marketing fresh fruits and' 
vegetables. I think we have a pretty, 
good system for. marketing grain, one 
that has been worked out through years 
of experience and one that operates 
effectively. I think our system of mar
keting livestock operates reasonably well 
for both producer and consumer. But 
in the marketing of perishable commodi
ties-like fruits and vegetables, I think ev
eryone must admit that the markets do 
not function effectively, especially in our 
large cities. This fact ·is so obvious that 
as far back as the Seventy-ninth Con
gress the Committee on Agriculture se
cured permission to sit as an investi-' 
gating committee for the purpose of 
malting a study of the marketing of fresh 
fruits and vegetables in this country. 
The committee has made a continuous 
study of the subject since that time. 
Those who charge that this subject has 
not had the attention of the Committee 
on Agriculture must be unaware of the 
work that has been done in the Seventy
ninth Congress, in the Eightieth Con
gress, in the Eighty-first Congress, and 
now in the Eighty-second Congress. 
During this period the committee has 
given rather exhaustive study to this 
question not only by holding hearings in 
Washington but by studies in the field. 
']'he committee has gone over the coun
try investigating markets in many cities; 
we have gotten up at 2 and 3 o'clock 
in the morning, gone out, and seen the 
_Procluce come in; we have see:n buyers 
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operate, and we know what the situa
tion is . 

Perhaps we have not found the right 
remedy, but it has been the 'opinion not 
only of the members of the committee 
who have studied the matter, but also of 
all with whom we have conferred, in
clui;ling many marketing experts, that 
the archaic facilities that exist in many 
of the large cities of this country have 
prevented the effective marketing of per
ishable commodities, and.- it is only 
through the construction of central mar
kets accessible to railroads and loading 
facilities and with ample space that we 
can meet this situation. 

This measure is today being opposed 
by many whom I would expect to sup
port it. I speak particularly of members 
from large cities whose constituents are 
today complaining about the high prices 
they are paying for agricultural com
modities, particularly the perishable 
commodities, and who are paying those 
prices unnecesarily because of the high 
cost of carrying on the markets of those 
cities. 

You will not find any great . popular 
demand for this legislation because the 
people who will benefit by it are not 
aware of the situation. They are living 
under a system that has been in existence 
for years and they do not realize just 
what the trouble is. Also many of the 
cities affected most adversely by this 
situation there, are vested interests that 
are opposed to the legislation and are 
fighting it. 

The CHAIRMAN. · The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOPE. That is opposition that is 

difficult to meet. T.here are labor or
ganizations opposed to these changes 
because it will mean less unnecessary 
hauling by the teamsters union, for 
instance: There are landlords who are 
opposed to the legislation because they 
will lose the opportunity to rent the 
miserable quarters which are being used 
for market purposes. There are rail
roads affected by the construction of 

. new facilities that are opposed to it. 
There are existing warehouses that are 
opposed to this legislation. This op
position is inevitable as I see it. 
· The big question that confronted t~e 
committee in dealing with this situation 
was how can a matter of this kind be 
financed? We did not want Govern
ment loans or financing in a situation 
of this kind. So we adopted a method 
that has been approved qy this Congress 
on many occasions in connection with 
the housing problem: We have voted to 
insure billions in housing loans and I 
dare say that everyone who has spoken 
against this form of financing today, has 
supported the guarantee of housing 
loans. It is not a new principle that , 
we are invoking, It is an old principle • 
that has been tested and tried and one ' 
I believe will work in solving this prob- '. 
lem. If there are . those who think ' 

there is a better way to do it, I welcome 
their suggestions, but until -we have 
something better I think we should pro
ceed with this legislation. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr . . 
Chairman, I move to strike out the requi
site number of words. 

my district produces mostly perishable 
items, including dairy products, fruits 
and particularly vegetables, and we want 
markets in these larger cities to take care 
of the handling of our particular kind of 
products. So that I favor the bill in prin
ciple, but I want it to work. 

The argument is used that if we enact 
this legislation, if we guarantee these 
loans to build up these big markets in 
New York, in Philadelphia, in Rich
mond, in West Virginia, and in about 40 
other places, we are going to reduce the 
cost of living to the people, that they 
will he able to buy cheaper food. These 
buildings they are going to build need 
steel. They could not put them up 
otherwise, because they are buildings 
with terminal facilities that run from 
1,000 to 3,000 feet long. They must have 
the steel. But the building costs are so 

Mr. Chairman, I concur in everything 
that has been said by my colleague from 
Kansas. The Committee on Agriculture 
has devoted weeks, months, and years of 
t ime in an effort to solve this problem. 
The weak spot is in the merchandising 
of perishable commodities from producer 
to consumer. In fact, our committee has 
devoted more time to this important sub
ject than the Department of Agriculture 
itself has with the fifty or sixty million 
dollars a year we have appropriated for 
research. I inquired of the Research 
Section of the Department of Agricul
ture, which receives these large appro
priations, as to what they had done about 
the merchandising of farm products and 
you will find without exception that they 
have not gone into the merchandising 
of agricultural products in any detail. 

I am opposing this measure principally 
on account of the timing of it. We are 
told that we must make sacrifices in this 
country, and the people generally, be
cause we are in a desperate situation, 
we are in a war that we must win. So 
I figure that we here in . the Congress 
should set the leadership in cutting down 
appropriations and obligations on the 
part of the Federal Government rather 
than to encourage ·greater commitments 
on the part for the Federal Government 
to assume :when. we are going through 
this tremendous war expenditure. I am 
not opposed to this legislation in princi
ple, but I think it is wrong to come here 
and ask the Congress to pass a measure 
of this kind, to have additional commit
ments that our Government will assume 
as the result of the passage of this bill. 

· terrific now that the tenants of these 
stalls and these spaces in the buildings 
will have to pay two or three times as 
much rent if ttley are going to break 
even and meet the guaranteed commit
ments on the loan, so they will have· to 
raise the prices of their fruits and vege
tables to the consumer. The consumer 
will pay more in the long run. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman ·from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. Does not the gentleman 
think the amendment that will be offered 
in the matter of allocating steel and 
other critical materials will have the ef-

. f ect in reality of postponing the opera
tion of this bill, which takes away the 
objections the gentleman is making? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. If the 
purpose of the amendment is to postpone 
operation of the bill; then we had better 
leave consideration of the bill to the time 
when the emergency is over, because we 
are told this emergency may .last for 10 
years; some predict it will last for 30 
years. At the present time we are called 
upon to provide steel and other critical 
materials to England and other coun
tries so that they may carry on their 
domestic production. 

Let me say that not a single proponent 
of this legislation up to the present time 
has mentioned the timing in bringing 
this legislation up for consideration in 
the House-not · one single Member. 
That is my objection to the bill. I fully 
'recognize that we must improve the mar- '. 
keting facilities for the perishable items,' 
but legislative action should not be taken 
until .the emergency is past. Incidentally~ 

Mr. PHILLIPS.' Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield 
to the gentleman from. California. 

Mr. PHILliIPS. I think the gentle
man from Minnesota knows as well as 
I do that the large cost on which there · 
might be a saving to the consumer is 
not the rent to 'the wholesaler but loss 
due to the handling of the goods, which 
is very bad is an old market and very 
good in a new market. 

May' I ask the gentleman this ques
tion: Ther.e is the element of investi
gation, . the element of getting together 
all the elements that are involved in 
the market, the location of it, the se
curing of the ground, so they could go 
on even though scarce materials may 
not be available. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That 
is true, but they have to buy the ground 
in these suitable areas where there are 
railroad and other terminal facilities 
and the cost of that is terrifically high 
at the present time. So that added to 
the cost of the buildings, the cost of 
which will be guaranteed by the Federal 
Government, means that the rents will 
be terrific. I predict utter failure of 
the entire project if it is enacted and 
goes into operation at this time. The 
Government will be owning the buildings 
and the Secretary of Agriculture will be 
operating the markets unless he is will
ing to have the Government stand the 
loss, so somebody else will take them 
over and they will be sold at a much 
cheaper ·price. Maybe somebody con
templates that. 

As far as the people on Washington 
Street and other streets having objected 
to moving into new buildings is con
cerned, I agree with you that they do 

__ have objection. '.They do · not want to 
move out of their present quarters. I 

· am not so sure you are going to get 
. these who.lesalers who occupy these 
. areas in New York, Chicago, Philadel
phia, and other places, to move into 
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the new terminal facilities. The State 
or city authurities would have to con
demn the property in New York and 
drJ.v.e them out. Tlaey seem to want to 
do business m tlae congested ar~a. Then 
taey would .!have to go omt and get new 
tenants. Mawlbe tlilat lis wlhat .bhe gen
t1leman !fr0m Massae'h.usetts w0uld Uke 
to do in tne ltquidati:on, afi ne termed 
it, the putting out of business of the 
middleman. 'This ..is .certainly .not a bill 
to knock out the middleman. But there 
are those locai problems that we must 
consider in passing on '.legislation uf this 
kind. 

Let me urge you to -listen from .her.e 
on to :see whether the p1top1m.ents of 
the bill spealk aJbout the timling Jill bring
ing this ~egis1a.tiom up fer 00m.sitleraition 
in the House. This i-s no time to do it. 
U we have a war to mn, if we have 
a defffi.lse program to protect our coun
try, that shoold come first, and this 
and otliler JDew w&r measur.es sholild be 
delayed until after the emergency. This 
is no time f.or Collg.r.ess to commit the 
Federal Government to an .additional 
$100,000,000 in liabilities. H. R. 39 should 
be ireturne.cli to the Committee on Ag.ri
eu1ture rfur consideration rut a lai.t.er 'date. 

Mr. OOOLEY. Mr. Chamrmain, [ ask 
unanimous consent tha!t the remainder 
o! the bill be considered as-read ant! that 
the bill be open to amendment at any 
point. 

'!I\h€ c ·HAiIRJMAN. Is tlirene objeetion 
tu the request (l)f the gentleman !from 
North CaTo1ina'? 

There was no objection. 
The J.lemainder of the .bm is as fol

lows: 
GENEK!.L P\IJRPlllSE 

SEC, 3. It i.s 'the purpose o.f thi£ act to !facili
tate, -enccrurage, -and assist municipalities 
arxd -po1itieal 'Subd1visions l:lf 'States, pub1ic 
agencies, and im;trunrentaliities of 1one or 
more 'Sta;tes 'Or mun1{)ipa1M.ti'es, pu1blie 'C©r
porations Jmd brumllis, and ~niwate enter
prise in the creation and deMelop.ment of 
modern and efficient .public ;wholesale mar
kets for the handling of pemb.able agricul
.tur.al commodities dn ,areas wila.ere such mar
:kets are ..round to be nee.<iled and where 
Federal '.RSSistance is iie.guested and author
ized us _prescr.fbed .in this act, to •the end 
th-at unneoessar_N 1oos:lis .and bl.u1cleDs .attend
.alilt with the marketin,g of perishalale agri
c.uJ.turail .c<Dmmodities ..caused by i..nadequate 
or robsolete taciJJ..ties may be eliminated and 
that the s,Pnead .between .the amount received 
by producers and the amount paid by con
sumers may be reduced. 

JlEF.IN.ll!ONS 

SEc. 4. . .Plor rthe punposes 0f 1this act-
(:a) "iMamkett lf.acility" mea:ru; all the facil

ities used in connection with the operation 
Df :a public Wllb-olesaile market, including the 
land, buildings, :fixtures, equi.pment, and 
otih.-er :ap:pJUI't:enances necessary or incidental 
ltJo the <Dpet:atimn of a !}!>lltil>lh: :wholesale mar
ket for perishable agricultur.al commodities 
constituting a ~gle integrated market lo
cated in a substantially contiguous area, not 
including public cold-storage wareh011ses of 
.more than 10,000 cubic feet capacity, or fa
cilities :t:or handling livestock. 

(b) "Public wholesale market" means a 
place which serves as the maJor source of 
.supply of perishable agricultur-al oommodi- · 
ties .consumed in a large consuming .area and . 
which ds operB1ted primarlily for the purpose 
1!>f se111ng ior uliherwise disposing ot 11>erish·. 

able agricultural commodit ies a.'t -wholesale 
for resale to others. 

(c) "Perishable agricultural commodities" 
means · 1tgr1cultur-a;l eommodirt1es and · prlDrl
ucts tbel'eof, oonsisfilng principally of fresh 
fruits am::l veg.etables, handled a1one or in 
combination with poultry, eggs, meats, sea
food, and -dairy ~rmducts. 

!('Cl) "Mortgage" mealils a first morltgage 1on 
real estate, in fee 'Simple or on a lease1'l.o1d 
under a lea:se for not less than 99 years; and 
the :term ''.first mortgage" .means such classes 
of first liens ..as are commonly given to secure 
adv.ances on, -or the unpaid purchase price of, 
r.eal estate under the laws of the State in 
which the real estate is located, together 
wi.th the .credit instruments, if any, secured 
ther.eby. 

( e) "Mortgagee" me.ans the ori ginal lender 
under a mortgage, and his successors and as
signs .approved by the &lcretary. 

(f) "Mortgagor" means the original bor
rower under a mortgage a.nrl his successors 
and assigns approved by the Secretary. 

(g) "Maturity date" .means the date on 
which the mortgage or lO:an indebtedness 
would be extinguished if paid in accordance 
with peri<ildic payments provided for in the 
mortgage or credit Instrument. 

(h) ''United States" includes the several 
States of the United States, the O:strict of 
Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. 

( i) "Secretary'' means the Secretary of 
A_griculture. 

(J) "Eligible borrower" means any mu
nic:i,p.ality or political subdivision of a State, 
pubUc agenc.Y, or instrumentality of nne or 
more States or municipalities, public cor
poration or board, or private corporation en
gaging in, or which will engage in, the 
operation of a public wholesale market 
facility which meets the e1igibility require
ments of this act. 

MARKET RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS 

'SEC. 5. "Tn mrder to e,ffe:ctuwte the objec
tiv.es Of this .act :alild .assi.st i.n the develop
ment of Jllloper, ade:qllate, and efficient 
manketiing faciliiiies in the U.niiled stat.es, the 
s.e.c;metwf under .the &llthori1iy of, .andi with 
funds made available pursuant to ttlile Agri
cultrur.al Mark.e'tli!Il.g .A:ct of 194-6, sh.all umd:er
taJke, .and d.1ssem!inate the results of, 111ese.ar.ch 
l'.elruting to desi~. plans, lQCB.ti.on, methods 
at \QPBI'.mllion, :m81trenillll-s, us.e, equipment, ainu 
l!rtlher is1militr ::rese1U1cb. ami 'anailysi£, can
-sis.tent wriid:lb the _needs for -rthe im,pr.ovement 
.arui :Jiie~ll>pnmnt lDf pru!>l!l.er, .ailtequat:e, e.nd 
effmiemt Jnrurtlrebim.g facilities .for lD.amlllmg 
:peni&halble ~mll!tm:al colllIImddmes. 

REVOL'VING 'FUND 

8.Ec. 6. (a) There ls hereby :created .a fund 
to be 1ulown as "the marketing '.facility mort
gage insurance fUDd" (referred to in this act 
as the "insurano.e fund") , which sba11 be used 
by the Secretary to make insurance payments 
under section 9 of this act and to meet the 
expenses incurred in connection with the 
acquisition, operation, and disposa1 of market 
facilities acquired pursuant to the provisions 
of the insurance contr.acts in tbe event of de
fault by the borrower, except that no :Part of 
such fUnd shall be used ior ad.ministra:tive 
expenses incurred in carrying out this act. 
There ls authorized to be appropriated "the 
sum of $25,000,000 to constitute such fund 
which sum shall remain available until ex
pended. 

(b) The money in the fund created under 
this section not needed for current opera
-tions 'Shall be deposited with the Treasurer 
of the United states to the credit of the fund 
ur invested in d.ireet obligations of the United 
states or obligations gua'ranteed as to prin
cip'a'l 'an"d Interest 'by the l::Tnited states. 

(c) The Secretary shall ma!ke 'Ml annua1l 
ireport which shall if.nclrude a. c0mp1ete st.11>te
ment With respect to the status d the in• 
Bl.ll'Ml'<le (und. . 

1INSURA"NCE LLMIT 

SEC. 7. The amount of any insurance con
tract which may be made under 't1'liE 'act shall 
not exceed an amount equivalent to <85 per
cent Df the total cost of the market facility 
as determined by the Secretary: Provided, 
That in no case shall the borrower invest less 
than '$45,'000 of the total cost: A-nd provided 
fur.ther, 'That the investment by the bOTTower 
shall always be a claim subord'inate to the 
claim of the United St ates 'fl.l'ising out of an 
insurance contract under the authority of 
this act. 

.INSURANCE OF MORTGAGES 

SEC. 8. (a.) The Secretary is authorized, 
upon application of a prospective .mortgagor 
or mortgagee under a first mortgage eligible 
for insurance under this act on a market 
facility, to insure such mortgage and to 
ma'ke commitments for the insurance of any 
sueh m0rtgage prior to the date of its iexecu
tion. 

(•b) The aggregate amount -uf principal 
obligations outstanding at any one time on 
all mortgages insured under this act, and 
on all mort_gages with respect to which com
mitments to insune have been made, shall 
not exceed '$ilQ0,000,000. 

( e) In order for mortgage on a market 
facility to be eligible under this act-

( 1) the person obligated to pay thel'eun
der shall be an eligible borrower; 

(2) the mar1rnt facility mortgage shall be 
one which ls determined by the 'Secretary 
to be e1igible for mortgage insurance; 

(3) the mortgage shall be made to and be 
held by a mortgagee approved by the Sec
retary as responsible and able to service the 
mortgage properly; 

(4) . the principal obligation (and fees and 
other charges chargeable under subsection 
( d) of this section) shall be in such amounts 
not in excess of the amounts specified in 
se.ction 7 of this act as may be necessary to 
enable the borrower to establish the mar
ket facility~ 

(5) the mortgage shall have a maturity 
satisfactory to the Secre.tary but not to ex
ceed 40 years from the date the mortgage is 
insured; 

(6) the mortgage .shall bear .interest at 
not to exceed 4 percent per annum on the 
amount .G>f the principal obligation outstand
ing at any one time; and 

(7) the mortgage instruments shall-
(:A) _provide for the repayment of the 

principal olllligatlli)n, together with intetiest 
\tlleooG-n, in ilil.stallments in ,accordance wiith 
amortization schedules prescribed by the 
Secr.etary; and 

(B) con·tain .such provisions with l'espect 
dio insurMloe, rep.airs, alteratiGlils, p.ayment 
Df t81Jtes, def01ult reserves, cleLLn.queD.cy 
.ch&lges, for.eclosure JProaeedin,gs, 0.lil.1llcipa
ticm of maturity, additional and s.e.condary 
liens, and other matters as tll.e Secretary may 
pnescribe. 

(d) · IDhe Secretary shall l'e<quire the pay
Jlll'ent by the mortgagor or mortgagee Glf such 
d.nitml iCe:es for inspectie>n, appraisal, .arui 
'Otln.£lr similar charges as he finds necessary 
·ancl such amounts may be 1lllc1uded in the 
principal obligation <Of the mortgage. '!\he 
proceeds of such fees and charges shall be 
.deposited in the insurance fund (rcreated by 
section 6 (a)). 

(e) For insurance gr.anted pursuant to this 
act the Se.cretary shall collect from the 
m.ortgage:e, upan ins.ur8liloe of the mortgage, 
aJil. initial .charge mf one-lilalf of 1 -percent of 
the principal .mbH.ga.liion of the mortgage ainlll 
JlJDID.Uailly thereafter a cha.rge of mne-half of 
1' pel1.Cent of the principal -obligation re
maining unpaid at the time :the charge be
.aomes nue, without taking tnto account de· 
JU:nq:uen:.t -paynumts ar prepawments. 'De 
proceeds of such cllarges .shmll be deposited 
11n :the :i:n.surance fund. 
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(f) Any contract of insurance executed by 
the Secretary under this section shall be con-

. elusive evidence of the eligibility of the 
mortgage for insurance, and the validity of 
any contract of insurance so executed shall 
be incontestable in the hands of an ap
proved mortgagee from the date of the ex
ecution of such contract, except for fraud 
or misrepresentation of which such mort
gagee has actual knowledge. 

(g) The mortgagee may, with the approval 
of the Secretary, assign any mortgage in
sured under this act, together with the ac
companying note and contract of insurance, 
and the assignee thereof shall thereupon be
come entitled to all the benefits of such con
tract of insurance. 

PAYMENT OF INSURANCE 

SEC. 9. (a) If the mortgagor under a mort
gage insured under section 8 is in default 
for more than 12 months and the mortgagee, 
in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary, (1) forecloses, or with the 
Secretary's consent otherwise acquired the 
property from the mortgagor after default, 
(2) conveys title and gives possession of the 
property to the Secretary, and ( 3) assigns 
all his claims against the mortgagor or others 
arising out of the mortgage transaction or 
foreclosure proceedings (except claims ·re
leased with the Secretary's consent) to the 
Secretary, the Secretary shall pay to the 
mortgagee, in cash, the value of the mort
gage. The Secretary shall make such pay
ments within 1 year after the date the mort
gagee makes the conveyance required in the 
first sentence or the date he makes the as
signments required in the first sentence, 
whichever is the later date. 

(b) For the purposes of this section, the 
value of the mortgage shall be determined, 
in accordance with rules and regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary by adding to the 
amount of the original principal obligation 
of the mortgage which was unpaid on the 
date of the default, the amount of all un
paid interest; the amount of all payments 
which have been made by the mortgagee for 
taxes, special assessments, water rates, .and 
other payments in discharge of liens which 
are prior to the mortgage, and insurance on 
the property mortgaged; and a reasonable 
amount for necessary expenses incurred by 
the mortgagee in acquiring title to the prop
erty and conveying it ·to the Secretary; and 
by deducting from such total amount any 
amount received on account of the mortgage 
indebtedness after such default. 

(c) If there should not be sufficient money 
in the insurance fund to enable the Secre
tary to make payments to mortgagees as 
provided in subsection (a) of this section, 
the Secretary may make and issue notes to 
the Secretary" of the Treasury to obtain funds 
to make such payments. Such notes shall 
be signed by the Secretary or by his duly 
authorized representatives and shall be ne
gotiable. Such notes shall bear interest, 
payable semiannually, at a rate equal to the 
average rate of interest, computed to the end 
of the calendar month next preceding the 
date of issue, borne by all interest-bearing 
obligations of the United States then form
ing a part of the public debt, and shall have 
such maturities as the Secretary may deter
mine with the approval of the Secretary of 
the Treasury. 

(d) The Secretary of the Treasury is au
thorized and directed to purchase any notes 
issued by the Secretary pursuant to this sec
tion and any renewals thereof and for such 
purchases may use as a public-debt trans
action the proceeds from the sale of any 
securities issued under the Second Liberty 
Bond Act, as amended, and the purposes for 
which such securities may be issued under 
auch act, as amended, are hereby extended 
to include any such purchases. All redemp
tions, purchases, and sales by the Secretary 

of the Treasury of such notes shall be treated 
as public-debt transactions of the United 
States. 

( e) In any case in which the mortgagor 
violates any covenant or condition of his 
mortgage, the Secretary may require the 
mortgagee to assign such mortgage, together 

' with the incidents thereto, upon payment of 
the value of the mortgage determined in ac
cordance with · this section. 

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 

SEC. 10. To be eligible for the benefits of 
this act, a borrower must show to the satis
faction of the Secretary that the facility is 
needed and that the location, design, method 
of financing, method of operation, and such 
other requirements as the Secretary may de
termine necessary to effectuate the purposes 
of this act, will be met, including the fol
lowing: 

(a) That the market facility will reduce 
the cost of distribution of perishable agri
cultural commoditie::: and handle a sufficient 
volume' of business to enable the loan to be 
amortized within the period specified at the 
time the loan is made. 

(b) That the market will be so located 
and designed as to make possible the direct 
loading and unloading of rail and truck 
receipts into or from the buildings of han
dlers receiving substantial quantities of 
perishable agricultural commodities by such 
methods of transportation, and that no re
strictions will be imposed which will pre
vent access to the facility of supplies handled 
by any rail or truck transportation company. 

(c) That sufficient land is included as a 
part of the facility to meet the needs of 
the initial construction, plus a reasonable 
amount of land for expansion of the market 
facility, and in no case shall the land avjl.ila
ble for future expansion be less than one
fourth of the acreage utilized in the initial 
construction. 

(d) That not more than one-third of the 
total cost of the market facility, including 
the land set aside for future expansion, is 
to be expended for the acquisition of land, 
graded and placed in condition for con
struction. 

(e) That the market facility will not be 
operated in ·a manner which would dis
criminate against any perishable agricul
tural commodity on account of geographical 
origin of such commodity or prevent any 
producer, seller, or buyer from utilizing the 
market facility because of his organization, 
business methods (if not unfair or unlaw
ful), membership or nonmembership in any 
organization, or on account of the method 
of transportation of the products. 

(f) That the rentals and other charges 
for the use of the market facility will be 
established at reasonable levels approved by 

. the Secretary and designed to meet the ob
ligations, defray the costs of maintaining 
and operating the market facility, and pro
vide reasonable reserves. 

(g) That any substantial alterations of 
the market facility will be made only with 
the approval of the Secretary. 

(h) That reports will be made to the Sec
retary at such intervals and giving such in
formation concerning the market facility as 
the Secretary may require, and that the 
books and records of the market facility 
will be available for examination by the Sec
retary at its offices at any time during busi
ness hours. 

(i) That the title to the market facility, 
or any part thereof, will not be transferred 
or encumbered, or leased for any purpose 
not related to the operation of the market, 
and that any of the vacant land of the mar
ket facility will not be leased for a period 
longer than 1 year (including the period of 
any renewals or extensions of such lease), 
except with the approval of the Secretary. 

MAXIMUM CHARGES 

SEc. 11. If mortgage insurance is extended 
by the Secretary under this act, to aid in 
financing the construction of a market fa
cility, the maximum charges which may be 
received for the use of the market facility 
shall be subject to the approval of the Sec
retary during the period between the date 
the assistance is extended and the maturity 
date originally specified in the mortgage 
instruments. The Secretary shall approve 
such maximum charges if he determines 
they are reasonable .and nondiscriminatory. 

DEFAULT 

SEC. 12. Whoever knowing~y demands or 
receives a charge in excess of the applicable 
maximum charges approved under section 
11 or violates any covenant or condition. 
arising out of a mortgage insurance con
tract, other than a default in payment, shall 
be liable to a penalty of not more than $2,000 
for each such offense. Each distinct viola
tion shall be a separate offense, and in the 
case of a continuing violation each day shall 
be deemed a separate offense. Such penalty 
shall accrue to the United States and may 
be recovered in a civil action brought by the 
United States. 

ACQUISITION, OPERATION, AND DISPOSAL 

SEc. 13. In the event of default, and con
veyance of the property to the Secretary un
der the applicable provisions of this act, 
the Secretary is authorized to accept title 
to such property; to maintain and operate 
(but not including engaging in the business 
of buying or· selling perishable agricultural 
commodities) or lease such property for 
such period as may be necessary to protect. 
the interest of the United States therein and 
to sell or otherwise dispose of such property 
at public or private sale ,to the highest re
sponsible bidder on such terms and on such 
conditions as the Secretary deems feasible. 
All net amounts realized from the operation 
or disposal of any property acquired under 
this section shall be deposited in the insur
ance fund. The insurance fund shall be 
available to defray expenditures in connec
tion with the acquisition, maintenance, 
operation, and . disposal of any such prop
erties without regard to the provisions of 
section 3709 of the Revised Statutes. 

FEES AND COMMISSIONS 

SEC. 14. No officer or employee of the De
partment of Agriculture shall directly or 
indirectly be the beneficiary of or receive 
any fee, commission, gift, or other consid
eration for, or in connection with, any trans
action or business under this act other than 
such salary, fee, or other compensation as 
he may receive as such officer or employee. 
Any person viola ting any provision of this 
section shall upon conviction thereof be 
punished by a fine of not more than $2,000 
or imprisonment for not more than 2 years, 
or both. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

SEC. 15. (a) The Secretary is authorized to 
promulgate . such rules and regulations as 
may be _necess~ry for the administration of 
this act. 

(b) The Secretary shall administer this 
act by agencies within the Department of 
Agriculture presently engaged in investi
gating and developing plans for improved 
market facilities. 

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 

SEC. 16. There is authorized to be appro
priated such sums as Congress may from 
time to time determine to be necessary to 
enable the Secretary to carry out the provi
sions of this act, except that any expenses 
in connection with marketing facility re
search; development of plans for market fa
cilities, determination of the need for market 
facilities, and methods of operation of mar
ket facilities shall be financed from funds 
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made available pursuant to the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946 and the marketing 
farm products item in the Department of 
Agriculture Appropriation Act. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, many hearts are bleed
ing here today for the consumers of the 
United States. Some of those same 
hearts did not bleed so much when we 
had price-control legislation before this 
body. 

I note that the report of the commit
tee on the -bill states that consumer rep
resentatives in all parts of the United 
States are practically unanimous for the 
bill. That was stressed by the chairman 
and other members of the committee in 
their presentation. I have been Teading 
the hearings on this bill, and I do not 
find this abundance of testimony on the 
part of the consumer representatives. I 
rise to ask if the chairman of the com
mittee or s.0me member of the commit
t ee will pinpoint for me the pages -o.n 
which I can ~ead the testimony given by 
consumer representatives in behalf of 
this measure. Can anybody tell me 
where I can find this testimony? I am 
interested in behalf of the consumers of 
the United States, and I would like to 
read what their representatives say in 
behalf of this bill. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. · Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANFIELD. I yield to •the gentle
man from Minn.esota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I re
gret that I cannot give the _gentleman 
the information he seeks, but I might 
say this, and I am speaking in opposi
tion to the ·bm at the present time: Tlle 
lpng-range objective is that if these ter
minail facilities are established the con
sumers will eventually get cheaper per
ishable items. 

Mr. CANFIELD. I understand that, 
and there is testimony in the hearings 
to that e:trect, but I flnd this testimony 
on the part of the secretary of agricul
ture of the State of New Jersey, that 
the bill insofar as the amount involved 
is concerned, is unrealistic, that is, the 
guarantee of mortgages at $100,000,000, 
because, he says, the Washington Street 
Market in New York City alone will cost 
a couple of hundred million do1lars. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANFIELD. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. May I direct the gen
tleman's attention to page 240 of the 
hearings before the committee in the 
Eighty-first congress. There are several 
pages of statements of testimony con
cerning the matter the gentleman has in 
mind. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Will the gentleman 
just tell me how many consumer rep
resentatives were heard by the commit
tee? Four? Five? Six? 

Mr. COOLEY. I have not counted the 
consumers representatives. There must 
be dozens of them. Commissioners of 
agriculture from the different sections 
of the country came in behalf of the 
bill, and representatives of chambers of 
commerce. You have the commission-~ 

ers bf markets of many of the States and 
cities testifying. If the gentleman will 
just look from page 240 through to the 
end of the hearings, he will find the evi
dence that should be cc.nsidered by him. 

Mr. MUMMA. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MUMMA: Page 

15, after line 21, add the following new para
graph: ' 

"(J) That construction of the marketing 
facility will not entail the use of controlled 
materials in quantities requiring allocation 
by an authorized Federal agency." 

Mr. MUMMA. Mr. Chairman, state
ments have been made that these build
ings will not require critical materials. 
I thoroughly <disagree with those state
ments because it will require a lot of 
steel. A great deal of cement is going 
to be used in them. But cement and 
steel •sort @f compliment each other. 
Steel takes a pull and cement takes a 
push. It cannot be done structurally 
without using critical material. I be
lieve all my colleagues are receiving let
ters every day talking about the impos
sibility of procuring steel for schools and 
other similar emergency purposes. I 
think this amendment will straighten 
out that problem because it wm be im
possible to do 1this work until the re
quired materials come in fuller supply. 
I saw a statement put mit by the Com
mittee on Education 'last week showing 
that for the fourth quarter of 1950 there 
have been some 2,200 applications for 
school buildings denied. This situation 
is cumulative, amd I, for one, do think 
that the schools should have preference. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUMMA. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. I have no objection to 

the amendment offered by the gentle
man. I hope it will be adopted, because 
it is not contemplated by the sponsors 
of this legislation that steel should be 
taken from more critical uses and put 
into the building of these markets. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUMMA. I yield. 
Mr. HOPE. I think the gentleman 

has offered a very constructive amend
ment, and an amendment which is very 
apropos in the situation which exists at 
the present time. I hope -the gentle
man's amendment will be adopted. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MUMMA. I yield. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. The 

gentleman's amendment proposes that 
as long as the present emergency exists, 
this bill will not go into operation. 

Mr. MUMMA. That is so long as allo
cations are required. It is reasonable to 
suppose that allocations will continue as 
long as there is a scarcity of materials. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Then 
this just delays the operation of the bill. 

Mr. MUMMA. It will delay it until the 
materials come in fuller supply. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It de
lays the operation of the bill, so why 

- would it not be better to wait until the 
~, emergency is over?. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. MUMMA. r yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. Is the gentleman from 

Minnesota opposed to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No; I 
am just saying--

Mr. COOLEY. Then, if I may inter
. rupt the gentleman, agreement on the 

amendment should now be unanimous. 
Mr. AUG0ST H . .ANDRESEN. I wa~ 

just saying that I would rather have the 
bill considered on its merits at that time 
when the emergency is over, because 
none of us may be here 10 or 30 
years from now when the war emergency 
is over. I expe.ct the gentleman from 
North Carolin-a t.o be here, but perhaps 
the rest of us will not be here. 

Mr. MUMMA. Mr. Chairman, I do . 
think we should ·constantly keep in mind 
the question oif postwair work. .I hap
pened to be in the buildmg business, and 
I do know that before the Korean affair, 
there was .a large number of people look
ing for work. I !lo think we should keep 
that in mind. 

The CHAIRMAN. The questiun·is on 
the amendment uff·ered by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. MUMMA]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. HARVEY: On 

page 7, line 5, after "of", strike out "$25,000,-
000" and insert "$11i,000,000." 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, in my. 
opinion, it is not necessary to have the 
guaranty kitty a.s large as the bill pro
vides. I think $15,000,000 wm ·be ade
quate. In fact, I doubt very much if any 
money will ever be needed. Therefore, I 
think the $15,000,000 is adequate, and I 
hope the Committee will accept my 
amendment. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARVEY. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. The figure of $25,000,-

000, I think, was rather arbitrarily fi_xed 
in the bill, and the purpose of the re
volving fund is that it may be used only 
when there is a def a ult. I see no real ob
jection to a reduction in the amount. It 
is not contemplated that we will sustain 
any substantial loss. Of course, in fixing 
'the amount of this revolving fund, the 
administration will have to justify the 
amount before the Committee on Ap
propriations anyway. So I really do not 
see any reason for us to fight over the 
amount or the difference between $2G,
OOO,OOO and $15,000,000. 

Mr. HARVEY. I thank the gentle
man, and I hope the amendment will be 
adopted. 

· Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this is just another 
amendment to soften up an unpalatable 
bill. As the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. AUGUST H. AND.RESEN] well 
stated a few moments ago, this bill 
has no place in tthe House at this time. 

. If it is not intended to proceed with 
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construction now, then why not with
draw the bill and bring it back here at a 
time when construction can proceed? 
These two amendments are designed 
simply and solely to soften up the bill 
and try to make it more palatable. The 
gentleman from Kansas a few moments 
ago, as well as others speaking on this 
bill, have talked in terms of perishable 
products. What about nonperishable 
products? The gentleman from Kansas 
comes from a large wheat-growing State, 
yet we hear nothing coming from the 
committee today explaining to us the· 
wide spread in prices between the pro
ducer of wheat and the consumer of 
bread. I would like to know what the 
Committee on Agriculture is doing about 
that as well as about some other com
modities produced by farmers, in which 
an extortionate profit is being taken as 
between the farmers and the ultimate 
consumer. So far all we have heard 
about is perishable products. I assume 
that this bill, if enacted and if a market 
is constructed in Chicago, would provide 
facilities for the city clerk in Chicago 
who last year bought not less than 1,000 
carloads of eggs. 

I suggest that the Committee on Agri
culture could, on the next trip to Chi
cago, while presumably investigating the 
high cost of living and means by which 
it can be solved, ascertain how it is that 
the city clerk ·can buy no less than 1,000-
carloads of eggs. For what purpose and 
for what profit? We have heard a great 
deal about this Washington market, this 
rat-hole market in the city of New York, 
as it has been described by the chairman 
of the committee [Mr. CooLEYL I want 
to ask the chairman of the committee 
the same question I asked on yesterday, 
why that rat hole, that unsanitary food 
market is not cleaned up by the city of 
New York? 

Mr. COOLEY. Is the gentleman ask
ing me that question? 

Mr. GROSS. Yes; I am asking the 
gentleman the reason why it is not 
cleaned up or closed. 

Mr. COOLEY. The reason why it is 
not cleaned up is because the people 
owning and operating the property in 
the Washington Street market are op
posed to doing anything about it. 

Mr. GROSS. I ask the gentleman 
from North Carolina another . question. 
You investigated this market in the city 
of New York; has wide publicity been 
given to your report branding this mar- · 
ket as unsanitary? 

Mr. COOLEY. It was all over the 
front page of the New York papers; but 
at the' same time it is difficult to arouse 
the public of New York to the necessity 
of improving a market place that is used 
by the farmers of 40 States. 

Mr. GRGSS. Could you not interest 
the mayor of New York City? 

Mr. COOLEY. Yes; the mayor of New 
York City was interested; the commis
sioner of markets was interested, and 
they have an elaborate modern plan all 
worked out. 

'Mr. GROSS. This market has been 
branded as a rat hole yet not enough 
interest can be worked up in the city of 
New York to clean up or close up the. 
rat hole. If the people of New York , 

City have no more interest ·than that in 
the handling of their foodstuffs, then 
you have no business asking the taxpay
ers of the State of Iowa to guarantee 85 
percent of the money needed to build a 
sanitary place to distribute food in New 
York City. I am not for this bill. 

Mr. WERDEL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, listening to the debate 
recalled to my mind the very wise words 
of a very eminent gentleman from the 
State of New York. They were delivered 
about 1908 wherr New York was con
sidering a proposed income-tax· law. I 
believe his words showed that he antic
ipated statements to be made such as 
those just made by the gentleman from 
Kansas who has told the committee that 
there is no other way to provide relief 
other than that suggested in the pend
ing legislation. The eminent gentleman 
from New York was our late Chief . Jus
tice Hughes, of the United States Su
preme Court. When he spoke in 1908, 
I believe he spoke as chief executive of 
New York, opposing the proposed income 
tax. He told the people of New York 
then that while they were only propos
ing 1 %-percent income tax on the cor
porations that provided employment for 
the people of New York, and provided 
employees with decent places to work; 
the time would come when legislatures 
would levy as much as 8 percent in in
come taxes on such corporations. He 
said that such taxes would eventually 
destroy the power of those corporations 
to provide adequate employment because 
the legislatures would levy these secret 
taxes in increasing amounts and spend 
them for political purposes. 

Mr. Chairman, the prophecy of the 
eminent gentleman from New York 
might have come through in toto if New 
York had levied such taxes and the ad
joining States had not. 

Less than 10 years after his statement, 
our National Government provided for 
the use of income taxes in raising reve
nue. The uniformity of their levy has 
overcome the power of the State legisla
tures to destroy the industry of that 
respective State. · 

Mr. Chairman, today the men who 
want to compete in free enterprise 
against these agricultural outlets in New 
York, heretofore described as rat holes, 
must pay 90 percent of their income 
each year if they compete successfully. 
If they built a sanitary and permanent 
structure they cannot depreciate that 
structure from their income in less than 
20 years. They therefore will have to 
anticipate competing successfully for ::::'J 
years or more in order to provide this 
facility with the money of private in
dustry. That, sir, is the subject we are 
facing. That subject is not confined to 
only the business of food distribution. 

In the debate now pending, this House 
is really admitting that we ~'fl the United 
States have arrived at the position in 
the food industry or any other line of 
business where there is competition, 
where there is no longer money in pri
vate enterprise that will go into compe ... 
tition and run the risk of competing 
successfully for 20 years. I say to you, 
sir, that until Government expenditures 

are cut and taxes are cut, and until Gov
ernment removes some of the restric
tions against recovery of risk money, 
we will continue to have situations such 
as that now existing at the Washington · 
Street Market in new York. 

Mr. Chairman, those people now con
trol the market business. They know 
there will be no private enterprise com
petition. They are advised of all of the 
facts that the . committee has heard 
in its hearings. It seems utterly ridicu
lous for us to contend that we have free 
enterprise in this country when the 
committee members supporting this bill 
admit that railroad cars can be un
loaded for one-twelfth of their present 
cost at the Washington Street Market. 
This, Mr. Chairman, is an admission that 
there is no risk money in the United 
~tates to compete against existing rat 
holes, knowing that their cost would be 
one-twelfth of that paid in business 
competition by those operating the rat 
holes. 

I think it is rather obvious that those 
involved in the Washington Street Mar
k.et are willing to continue their opera
tion with the acquiescence of police and 
government authorities of New York, at 
the expense of the consumers of New 
York. They have said to officials of 
New York that "until you work out an 
arrangement so that we can move from 
Washington Street or make improve
ments in Washington Street, and re
tain the same business that we now have, 
and which the present tax laws protect 
from competition, and guarantee our 
present monopoly in business, and ob
tain a guaranty from the National Gov
ernment on moneys expended for im
provement, we are not going to move 
and we are not going to clean up the 
rat holes." 

Mr. Chairman, there are other rat 
holes in New York City. One of them 
is on the water front. It exists because 
the executives of the State and the city 
will not enforce law and order. At the 
water-front rat hole, a tribute in excess 
of $20,000,000 a year is levied on people 
using that facility from outlying areas 
for work unperformed and for services 
not rendered. The operators of the 
water-front rat hole have made public 
statements that they use prison gradu
ates because of the fear they instill on 
the water front. The hierarchy of crim
inals is maintarned by the use of stilettos, 
evidenced by bodies that have been found 
floating in the bay, which themselves are 
evidence of unsolved murders. 

I submit to you, ·Mr. Chairman; that 
this is possible only through collusion 
and corruption bf public officials and 
because the facilities involved are local
ized. 

I want to call to your attention that 
the pending legislation proposes that 
Federal money be used to localize all 
outlets of agricultural commodities in 
the city of New York, operating through 
these same public officials who tolerate 
other rat holes and levy tribute in those 
rat holes on outlying areas to the full 
extent that the traffic will bear. It is 
my belief that the people of California 
do not want to be exposed to further 
taxes in order to obtain the right to pay 
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such tribute until the city of New York, 
through its officials, will enforce its laws 
so that the citizens of the United States 
can expect proper treatment under the 
law. The present condition constitutes 
a new "robber baron" in the form of a 
municipality, levying tribute on the mod
ern rivers of commerce. There is noth
ing that this legislature can do to pro
tect the American people from that trib
ute. The expenditure of Federal money 
or the assurance of Federal guaranty 
against loss will not iower the price to 
consumers in New York City nor will 
it assist the farmers of California or any 
other part of the United States. It is 
the people of New York who must clean 
up their :rat holes and throw out their 
deceivers in public otlice who tolerate, 
protect, and use such rat holes. It is 
my sincere belief that at the next elec
tion the American people will insist that 
all rackets maintained through political 
activity be cleaned up. They will say, 
in effect, that freedom for the individual 

, and freedom of business enterprise go 
hand in hand. The existence of one re
quires the other. The destruction of one 
will destroy the other. Free enterprise, 
if it existed in New York, would clean 
up the rat holes if they, in turn, were 
not protected by the law-enforcement 
otlicers of that city. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WERDEL. I yield. . 
Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman reaEzes, 

I suppose, that 20 percent of the produce 
sold in the Washington Street Market 
in New York City comes from the State 
of California. The food consumed in 
New York City is produced in 40 States 
of this Union, including the State of 
California. 

Mr. WERDEL. I will say to the gentle
man that I thought the percentage of 
California merchandise was larger and 
that I believe that when the quality of 
California products is better known in 
New York, the percentage will be higher. 
The gentleman's question implies that I 
should vote with him and the adminis
tration because California is forced to 
pay tribute Jue to the breakdown of law 
and order in the city of New York. I 
want to point out to the gentleman that 
so· long as the people of New York tol
erate persona in public otlice who main
tain rat holes for political . purposes, 
California and all other States will con
tinue to pay tribute if they use th1.; rat
hole facilities. If we assume that type 
of law enforcement is to continue, the 
proposed legislation can only provide 
marble halls for the rats at the expense 
of the taxpayers of California, mai.ny ,of 
whom are those who are and wi)f cob.
tin-.ie to be the payers of tribute. 

In conclusion, this greatest legislative 
body in the world is now faced with a 
reality whjch has not been discussed in 
debate. The taxing policies of this Con
gress have destroyed free enterprise to 
the extent that it will not compete 
against business rat holes protected by 
local government even though the evi
dence demonstrates . that their cost of 
operation would be one-twelfth of the 
cost paid by the operators of the rat 
holes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. BECKWORTH, Chairman of the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill <H. R. 39) to encourage the im
provement and development of market
ing facilities for handling perishable 
agricultural commodities, pursuant to 
House ResolutiOn 429 he reported 'the 
bill back to the House with sundry 
amendments adopted by the Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gross. 

The amendments weie agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time and was read the 
third t ime. · 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, I off er a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the bill? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. AUGUST H . ANDRESEN moves to recom

mit the bill, H. R. ·39, to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
·the motion to recommit. · 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 180, nays 162, not voting 88, 
as follows: 

Aand:::hl 
Adair 
Allen, Ill. 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Andresen, 

AugustH. 
Angell 
Arends 
Armstrong 
Auchincloss 
Ayres 
Bakewell 
Baring 
Bates, Mass. 
Beall 
Belcher 
Bennett, Fla. 
Bennett, Mich. 
Berry 
Betts 
Bishop 
Blackney 
Boggs, Del. 
Bolton 
Bow 
Bray 
Brehm 
Brownson 

· Bryson 
Budge 
Buffett 
Burleson 
Bush 
Butler 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Canfield 

[Roll No. 184) 

YEAS-180 
Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Church 
Clevenger 
Cole, Kans. 
Cole, N. Y. 
Colmer 
Corbett 
cotton 
Coudert 
Crawford 
Crumpacker 
Curtis, Mo. 
Curtis, Nebr. 
Dague 
Davis, Wis. 
Denny 
Devereux 
D'Ewart 
Dolliver 
Dondero 
Donovan 
Eaton 
Ellsworth 
Elston 
Fallon 
Fenton 
Fernandez 
Fisher 
Ford · 
Forrester 
Frazier 
Garmatz 
Gavin 
George 
Golden 
Goodwin 

Graham 
Gross 
Hale 
Hall, 

Edwin Arthur 
Halleck 
Hand 
Harden 
Harrison, Va. 
Harrison, Wyo. 
Herter 
Heselton 
Hess 
Hoffman, Ill. 
Hoffman, Mich. 
Jenison 
Jenkins 
Jensen 
Jonas 
Jones, 

Hamiltonc. 
Jones, 

WoodrowW. 
Judd 
Kean 
Kearney 
Keating 
Kilburn 
Kilday 
Lantaff 
Lecompte 
Lovre 
McDonough 
McGregor 
McMullen 
Mc Vey 
Mack, Wash. 

Mahon 
Martin, Iowa 
Mason 
Meader 
Miller, Nebr. 
Miller, N. Y. 
Morano 
Mumma 
Murray, Tenn. 
Nelson 
Nicholson 
Norblad 
O'Hara 
Ostertag 
Poulson 
Prouty 
Radwan 
R ankin 
Reams 
Reece, Tenn. 
Reed, Ill. 
Reed, N. Y. 
Rees, Kans. 
Ribicoff 
Rieh lman 

Robeson 
Rogers, Colo. 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Mass. 
Rogers, Tex. 
St. George 
Saylor 
Schwabe 
Scrivner 
Secrest 
Seely-Brown 
Shafer 
Sheehan 
Short 
Sikes 
Simpson, Ill. 
Simpson, Pa. 
Sittler 
Smit h, Kans. 
Smith, Va. 
Sm it h , Wis. 
Springer 
Stefan 
Ta ber 
Ta!Je 

NAYS-162 

Teague 
Thomas 
Thompson, 
M~ch. 

Vail 
Van Pelt 
Va n Zandt 
Velde 
Vorys 
Vu rsell 
Weichel 
Werdel 
Wh eeler 
Whitten 
Widn all 
Wiggle<:wort h 
Williams, Mi1::s. 
Williams, N. Y. 
Wilson, Ihd. 
Wllson, Tsx. 
Winste:::d 
Wolcot t 
Wolver ton 
Woodruff 
Yat ei; 

Abernethy Gordon Morton 
Addonizio Gore Mou lder 
AlJ;ert Gran ahan Mu l-ter 
Allen, Calif. Granger Murdock 
Anderson, Calif . Gran t Norrell 
Andrews Green O'Brien, Ill. 
Anfuso Greenwood O'Brien , Mlcb. 
Acpil:all Gregory O'Konsk1 
Bai '.ey Hagen O'Neiil 
Barden Hardy O'Toole 
Bates, Ky. Harris Passman 
Bat t le Hart Patman 
Beckworth Harvey P erkins 
Ble,t n ik Haven ner Pbi!! ips 
Bo:ling Hays , Ark. Po~ge 
Emmer Hedrick Po'k 
Boson e Be!ler Prcs~:m 
Bramblett Hill Pr:ce 
Brooks Billings Priest 
Brown, Ga. Hoeven Rains 
Buchanan Holmes Regan 

· Burdick Hope Rhod es 
Burnside Horan Richards 
Byrne, N. Y. Hull Riley 
Camp Ikard Roberts 
c a n non Jackson, Wash. Rodino 
Carlyle Jarman Roon ey 
Carn ahan Johnson Roosevelt 
Chelf Jones, A~a. Sabath 
Clemente Jones, Mo. Scott, Hardie 
Combs Karsten, Mo. Scott, 
Cooley Kearns Hugh D., Jr. 
Cooper Kee Scudder 
cox Kerr Sheppard 
Crosser Kirwan Sieminski 
Cunningham Lane Smith, Miss. 
Davis, Ga. Lanham Spence 
Deane Larcade Staggers 
DeGraffenrled Lesinski Steed 
Dempsey Lind · Stigler 
Denton Lyle Sut ton 
Dorn McCormack Tackett 
Doughton McCulloch Thompson, Tex. 
Durham McGuire Tollefson 
Eberharter McKinnon Trimble 
Elliott McMillan Watts 
Engle Mack, Ill. Welch 
Evins Madden . Whitaker 
F~ighan Mansfield Wickersham 
Flood Marshall Wier 
Forand Merrow Withrow 
Fugate Mills Yorty 
Furcolo Mitchell Zablocki 
Gary Morgan 
Gathings Morris 

NOT VOTING-88 

Abbitt 
Allen, La. 
Baker 
Barrett 
Beamer 
Bender 
Bentsen 
Boggs, La. 

. Boykin 
Breen 
Brown, Ohio 
Buckley 
Burton 
Busbey 
Case 
Cell er 
Chatham 
Chudoff 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson 

Delan ey 
Dingell 
Dollinger 
Donohue 
Doyle 
Fine 
Fogarty 
Fulton 
Gamble 
Gwinn 
Hall, 

Leonard W. 
Hays, Ohio 
Hebert 
Heffernan 
Herlong 

. Hinshaw 
Holifield 
Howell 
Bunter 

Irving 
Jackson, Callt. 
James 
Javits 
Kelley, ~a. 
Kelly, N. Y. 
Kennedy 
Keogh 
Kersten, Wis. 
King 
Klein 
Kluczynskl 
Latham 
Lucas 
McCarthy 
McConnell 
McGrath 
Machrowicz 
Magee 
Martin, Mass. 
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Miller , Calif. 
Miller, Md. 
Morrison 
Murphy 
Murray, Wis. 
Patten 
Patterson 
Philbin 
Pickett 
Potter 

Powell 
Quinn 
Rabaut 
Ramsay 
Redden 
Rivers 
Sadlak 
Sasscer 
Shelley 
Stanley 

Stockman 
Taylor 
Thornberry 
Vinson 
Walter 
Wharton 
Willis 
Wood, Ga. 
Wood, Idaho 

So the motion to recommit was 
agreed to. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote : 
Mr. Beamer for, with :W..r. Vinson against. 
Mr. Herlong for, with Mr. Hebert against. 
Mr. McConnell for, with Mr. Morrison 

against. 
Mr. James for, with Mr. Chatham against. 
Mr. Taylor for, with Mr. Boggs of Louisiana 

against. ' 
Mr. Gwinn for , with Mr. Doyle against. 
Mr. Latham for, with Mr. King against. 
Mr. Leonard W. Hall for, with Mr. Redden 

against. 
Mr. Busbey for, with Mr. Wood of Georgia 

against. 
Mr. Rivers for, with Mr. Miller of Cali-

fornia against. 
Mr. Patten for, with Mr. Shelley against. 
Mr. Gamble for, with Mr. Walter against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Keogh with Mr. Baker. 
Mr. Quinn with Mr. Wharton. 
Mr. Delaney with Mr. Jackson of California. 
Mr. McGrath with Mr. Brown of Ohio. 
Mr. Klein with Mr. Miller of Maryland. 
Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Murray of Wis-

consin. 
Mrs. Kelly of New York with Mr. Sadlak. 
Mr. Murphy with Mr. Stockman. 
Mr. Fine with Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin. 
Mr. Dollinger with Mr. Fulton. 
Mr. Hays of Ohio with Mr. Case. 
Mr. Holifield with Mr. Patterson. 
Mr. Magee with Mr. Potter. · 
Mr. R abaut ·with Mr. Hinshaw. 
Mr. Philbin with Mr. Hunter. 
Mr. Donohue with Mr. Wood of Idaho. 
Mr. Buck1ey with Mr. Javits. 

Mr. FERNANDEZ changed his vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. COLE of New York changed his vote 
from "nay" to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
EXTENDING TIME FOR USE OF MER

CHANT MARINE CONSTRUCTION RE
SERVE FUNDS 

Mr. HART. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent for the immediate consid
eration of the resolution <H.J. Res. 333) 
to extend the time for use of construction 
reserve funds established under section 
511 of the Merchant Marine Act 1935, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu
tion. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

. Resolved, etc., That section 5 of an act ap
proved August 8, 1947 (Public Law 384, 80th 
Cong. ), relating to merchant-marine con
struction reserve funds established under 
section 511 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, 
as amended, is hereby amended by striking 
out "March 31, 1951" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "March 31, 1952." 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, re
serving the right to object, is the matter 
about which the gentleman in conjunc
tion with the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
WEICHEL] has been working? 

Mr. HART. It is the matter about -
which the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
WEICHEL] spoke to the gentleman a short 
while ago. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the present consideration of the reso
lution? 

There was no objection. 
The House joint resolution was or

dered to be engrossed and read a third 
·time, was read a third time and passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 
FOREST FIRE CONTROL HEADQUARTERS 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, by di
rection of the Committee on Rules I call 
up House Resolution 431 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in or
der to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the. Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 1628) to provide for the ac
quisition of land and the construction 
thereon of buildings and appurtenances es
sential for forest fire control operations of 
the Forest Service, United States Depart
ment of Agriculture, at or near Missoula, 
Mont., and for other purposes. That after 
general debate, which shall be confined to 
the bill and continue not to exceed 1 hour, 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Agriculture, the bill shall 
be read for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule. At the conclusion of the considera
tion of the bill for amendment, the Com
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the 
House with such amendments as may have 
been adopted and the previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the bill 
and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one mo
tion to recommit. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, this. 
resolution provides for consideration of 
H. R. 1628, a measure to provide head- · 
quarters for forest fire control smoke 
jumpers. 

Smoke jumpers are those men trained 
in the art, and truly it is an art, of para
chuting to fires in the great roadless 
forest areas principally in Montana and 
Idaho but also located in parts of Wash
ington, Oregon, New Mexico, and Cali
fornia. 

Because of the millions of acres of in
accessible land protected by the smoke 
jumpers, the Rules Committee recom
mends this resolution and asks favorable 
consideration. 

In making this recommendation, the 
Rules Committee considered the na
tional defense aspects of fire danger on 
the millions of acres of valuable forest 
land in the Western States on which 
two-thirds of the Nation's remaining 
virgin timber grows. 

Only by great good fortune and wet 
weather was forest loss from Japanese 
wind-current fire balloons held to a · 
minimum during World War II. 

The potential danger from the hap
hazard .landing of these balloons floated 
over from Japan on wind currents was 
one of the best-kept secrets of World 
War II. One landed on, and put out of 

comm1ss10n, a power line serving the 
atomic plant at Hanford. Many others 
landed in forest areas. 

Had we had dry weather in the Pacific 
Northwest, such as we have had this 
year, the destruction from forest fire 
might have been a major calamity. 

The national defense aspects of the 
smoke jumper cannot be overlooked. 
Fires started by an enemy either through 
sabotage or by dropping incendiary ma
terial from the air, or by Japanese bal
loons as was the case in the last war, 
would pose a real problem in the pro
tection of our natural resources from 
fire. Hundreds of such fires could be 
started simultaneously all over the West. 
Such fires, if not quickly controlled, 

· could cause havoc with our timber sup
ply, burn out many of our smaller towns, 
disrupt transportation and communica
t ion, destroy industrial potential, and, 
last but not least, could disrupt military 
offense and defense measures. 

The smoke-jumping operations oper
ating out of Missoula would form an 
organization that could be expanded· 
quickly and one which would do much 
to control any fires started by enemy 
action. 

H. R. 1628 authorizes the Secretary 
Of Agriculture to acquire land at or near 
Missoula, Mont., and to construct there
on certain buildings and appurtenances 
essential to for est fire control operations 
of the United States Forest Service, De
partment of Agriculture. 

Specifically, this bill would authorize 
the appropriation of $970,000 for this 
purpose. 

The lumbering and forest products in
dustry is the most important industrial 
activity in the State of Washington 
which I have the honor to represent. 
The large stand of virgin timber and the 
millions of acres of second growth is the 
raw product on which this important 
industry depends. Fires can destroy this 
vital resource. 

During the past abnormally dry sum
mer, thousands of acres of fine virgin 
timber and excellent second growth have 
been destroyed by fire. Only recently 
fire burned 30,000 acres of excellent tim
berland in the Olympic National Forest. 
The town of Forks, Wash., was seriously 
threatened and if it had not been for 
the rapid action of the protection forces, 
this town would have been destroyed. 
From last reports only 25 small build
ings were burned in Forks. 

This is only one example of the many 
that may be cited concerning the dis
astrous effects of fire on the resources of 
my State. 

The smoke-Jumping proje&t located at 
Missoula, Mont., consisting of 150 men, 
is the largest operation of its kind in 
the United States. It was organized 
by the Forest Service primarily to pro
vide rapid initial attack on tbe numer
ous fires that start each year on the 11,-
000,000 acres of roadless areas in Mon
tana and north Idaho. 

There are four other areas in the far 
West where smoke-jumping projects are 
operated by the Forest Service. These 
units located in southern Oregon, north
ern Washington, southern Idaho, and 
New Mexico are much smaller in size 
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since during normal years the number 
of fires occurring in the inaccessible 
parts of ~hese areas ar~ not so numerous 
and do not require such a large number 
of aerial firemen. However, on occasions 
similar to 1951, the fire situation in these 
areas becomes so serious that help from 
the Missoula base is needed. 

The great flexibility in mobility from 
use of aircraft for cross-country delivery 
of initial attack aerial fire fighters 
makes the Missoula operation an ideal 
base not only for fires occurring in Mon
tana and Idaho, but also to back up the 
other smaller smoke-jumping units lo
cated in southern Idaho, Oregon, Wash
ington, and New Mexico. 

During the period the project has been 
op8rated, smoke jumpers from the Mis
soula Lase have succeeded not only in 
the control of numerous fires in Mon
tana and north Idaho but also have been 
used with excellent results on fires in 
New Mexico, California, Oregon, Wash
ington, and south Idaho. Annually, 
during the past 5 years, smoke. jumpers 
from the Missoula base have jumped to 
fires burning in the inaccessible areas 
of the Gila National Forest in New Mex
ico. 

As early as 1941 they jumped to fires 
on the Chelan National Forest in Wash
ington, several hundred miles from Mis
soula. 

As an indication of the local estimate 
of the. value of the service I quote from 
a letter written by Spokane Chamber of 
Commerce J:)resident, Franklin Green
ough, to Chairman COOLEY, af the Com
mittee on Agriculture: 

Smoke jumpers have performed a great 
public service in locating and restricting 
forest fires in this area, saving valµable na
tional wealth and lives. New facilities would 
increase the efficiency of the unit mate
rially. 

On numerous occasions contingents of 
15 to 75 men jumped to fires in the steep 
walled canyons of south Idaho. The Na
tional Park Service and the Indian Serv
ice has also benefited .from the activities 
of this operation. As late as August of 
this year ·a contingent of 60 men from 
the Missoula base wer-e flown to the Illi
nois airport in southern Oregon to jump 
to fires burning in the roadless areas of 
California and Oregon. At that time, 
several hundred fires which had started 
from several lightning storms passing 
over that region were a real threat to the 
natural resources of that area. · 

The Missoula smoke-jumping opera
tion, because of its strength and flexibil
ity of movement and speed ·of travel, is 
a real factor in the protection of the vast 
timbered areas of not only Idaho and 
Montana but of the entire West from 
devastation by fires. 

The improvements contained in this 
bill are essential to the efficient opera
tion of the smoke-jumping project. I 
recommend favorable consideration not 
only because they will benefit my area, 
but because they will inake it possible 
for the Forest Service to do a better job 
of protection over all the area in the 
West where a majority of the saw tim
ber supply of the United States is lo-. 
cated. 

Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee rec- Mr. ELLSWORTH. I think the gen-
ommends favorable action on this reso- tleman is correct on that. The forest 
lution. area of Oregon and Washington is gen

Mr. Speaker, I now yield 30 minutes erally intermingled with State, county, 
to the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Federal, and private ownership so that 
ELLSWORTH]. a fire starting on any acreage is dan

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I gerous to all. The smoke-jumper serv-
yield myself such time a::; I may desire. ice would probably have contracts with 

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in order the county fire patrol associations and 
consideration of a bill that will provide with the associations of private owners. 
for the improvement, rehabilitation, and It is still true that no matter where the 
extension of the fire-control headquar- fire occurs it is dangerous to the entire 
ters known as the smoke jumpers in area, because sometimes a fire will run 
Missoula, ~-~ont. over 15 or 20 miles in less than 2 hours. 

I want the House to understand a Mr. HALE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
f ew things about forest fires and fire tleman yield? 
control. · In the first place, no serious Mr. ELLSWORTH. I yield to the 
fore5t fire can develop if it can be gentleman from Maine. 
reached soon after it starts. At the Mr. HALE. May I ask the gentleman 
present time there is a fire ragtng in the significance of the location at Mis
Oregon over some 20,000 acres of land. soula, Mont.? I think the gentleman 
Had it been possible to reach that fire realizes there are forests in the East as 
when it ·first occurred, there would be well. 
no such serious fire there today. There Mr. ELLSWORTH. I am not ac
cannot be £1, serious fire if the fire fighters quainted with the forest-fire problems 
can reach it immediately. in New England. I am sure you have 

There is another misconception I be- them. However, I am intimately ac
lieve regarding the subject of forest fires. quainted with the forest-fire problems of 
This misconception has to do with the the Pacific Northwest. I have had to 
general idea that forest fires are caused leave my home several times, when I was 
in some way by the action of machinery a youngster, and with others get out with 
or men. The man-made fire is by far ·only the clothes we had on our backs 
the least of the troubles in the western when a forest fire was running in our 
forest area. The fires that are dan- direction. So I know something about 
gerous f,nd costly are generally caused that. However, I cannot speak with ref
by lightning storms, and such fires are erence to the problems in New England. 
invariably inaccessible by crdinary traf- Mr. HALE. I can assure the gentle
fic means, so that the only way they can man we do have very destructive forest 
be reached at their beginning is from fires in Maine. May I ask if it is consid
an airplane by men jumping out with ered that this will be a sort of experi
parachutes carrying some fire fighting mental" station in Montana, and if it is 
equipment with ther~1, reaching the fire to be contemplated that other stations 
soon after it starts. For that reason we will be located elsewhere? What will 
in the Far West forest region consider the program be? 
the operations conducted by tl}ese ·smoke Mr. ELLSWORTH. I cannot answer 
jumpers as being vital to the mainte- the gentleman's question except to say 
nance and protection of our forest areas. that this headquarters for the smoke-

We feel also that the improvement of jumping operation has bee:a.1 located in 
these headq'ua:i:ters is necessary for the Missoula for some time. I think if I 
improvement of that service. This is were picking the location I would place 
not an expendit11re as such, because the it near Boise, Idaho. However, this is 
cost of just one fire of any consequence the decision of the Forest Service, not 
at all that might be averted by the oper- mine, and I want to see this operation 
ation of the smoke-jumper squadron kept going. 
would cost more than the amount of Mr. HALE. I hope somebody will en-
money authorized in this bill. Therefore, lighten us further on that point. 
I recommend the adoption of the rule. Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, will 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I yield to the een- Mr. ELLSWORTH. I yield to the 
tleman from Massachusetts. gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. NICHO:r ... soN. Is this just on Mr. MITCHELL. May I say in partial 
Government land? response to that question that the report 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. No. The smoke and the hearings point out that there 
jumpers will go to a fire that endangers are over 11,000,000 acres of forest land 
Government lanct. They do not go to a in Idaho and Montana alone which are 
fire strictly on private land unless it inaccessible from roads. The inaccessi
happens to be in an area that is generally bility of the forests is one of the reasons 
of a :public nature. that this work was started in Missoula 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- and why it has been carried to its present 
tleman yield? state of perfection. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I yield to the gen- Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, will the 
tleman from Kansas. gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I think it was stated in Mr. ELLSWORTH. I yield to the 
the course of the hearings that there gentleman from New York. 
were some instances where they had Mr. KEATING. Is this station at Mis
contracts with the owners of private soula the only installation of its kind in 
land to :protect them from fire. I do not the country? 
think they are very extensive or consti- ~ _ Mr. ELLSWORTH. It is the only one 
tute a large number. ..i. • I know about. It has been in operation_. 
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for some y.ears. This bill is for the .pur
pose of improving it. · 

Mr. HORAN. If the gentleman Will 
yield, I am quite sure there is a smoke
jumping unit in New Mexico. There are 
also units at Cave Junction, Oreg.; In
tercity Airport, Wash.; McCall, Idaho; 
and Idaho City, Idaho. , 

Mr. MANSFIELD. They are sate!:. 
lite fields. Missoula "is the main one. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. In conclusion, Mr. 
Speaker, I hope the House adopts the 
rule, and I favor the passage of the bill. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
· The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
· Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration · 
·of the bill <H. R. -1628) to provide for 
the acquisition of land and the construc
tion thereon of buildings and appurte
·nances essential for forest-fire control 
operations of the Forest Service, United 
States Department of Agriculture, at or 
·near Missoula, Mont., and for other pur:.. 
poses. 
, The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
,into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
·Sideration of the bill H. R. 1628, with Mr. 
ALBERT in the chair. . 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
· By unanimous consent the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

.20 minutes to the gentleman from Mon
. tana [Mr. MANSFIELD]. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, on 
·pages 4 and 5 will be found the reasons 
why the present location of the forest
fire-control headquarters for parachut-

. ers is so unsatisfactory. Also on the 
same page, as well as on the page follow
.ing will be found the purposes to which 
this new bill will apply. . · 

I wish to speak in favor of my bill, 
· H. R. 1628. This bill authorizes the 
Secretary of, Agriculture to acquire a 

-small area of land at or near Missoula, 
Mont., and to construct thereon certain 
'buildings essential to the successful and 
efficient operation of .the smoke jumper 
and air cargo unit used by the Forest 
Service to control fires burning in 
the roadless a reas of the far West 
anrl in particular Montana and north 
Idaho, where such areas are large and 
numerous. 

This bill, if favorably considered, 
would authorize an appropriation of 
$970,000 for this purpose. 

H. R. 1628 is identical to H. R. 7257, 
passed by the House of Representatives 
on July 17, 1950. A similar Senate bill 

·failed · favorable consideration by the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry during the last session · due pri
marily, I understand, because they be
lieved its scope should be widened to 
inc)ude all of the national forest areas 
for smoke-jumping and air-cargo oper-

·. ations. What they failed to understand 
was that the Forest Service, after long 
study, has concludeq_ that Missoula, 

Mont., is the most - centrally located result. Air travel and jumping to fires . 
principal base of operations from which with a parachute are the only ways 
fires in the inaccessible areas of the · known to get men to-these fires in time to 
national forests may be handled from control them. 
the air. Also that it is the best situated For exani_ple, let me ·quote from the 
fo carry on aerial experimental work for records of the Forest Service to demon
.the improvement of all phases of aer ial strate what did happen during the days 
fire operations. This does not mean that of poor accessibility and before the 
othe·r areas will be without smoke- . smoke jumpers were part of the over-all 
jumping bases. This is not the case. protection. picture. _ Large fires were 
·other bases of smaller size operated by common. During 1910 Idaho, Washing
the Forest Service are located at McCall, . ton, and. Oregon, also Montana, suffered 
Idaho; Intercity Airport, Wash.; Illinois tremendous losses. More than 2,000,000 
Valley, Oreg.; and Idaho City, Idaho; acres· of fine virgin forests went up in 
with a satellite operation being located smoke; towns were destroyed; 85 lives 

·at Deming; N. Mex., each year during were lost. Smoke was sighted 300 miles 
the months of May and June and early out at sea off the coast of Oregon and 
July. The Missoula base, because of its Washington. Smoke was reported 500 
greater strength, is used to bolster the miles west of San Francisco and a haze 

·fo.rces at these· other bases as occasion . interfering with nautical observations 
requires; thus making it unnecessary to was reported to have existed for 10 days 
maintain large smoke-jumping forces in foliowing control of this .fire. Such fires 
all areas strong enough to handle light- ·have been repeated in the far West since 
ning fire situations· requiring great num- 1910. 1919 was a bad year, with in ex
bers of men. In fact the Missoula base cess of 1,000,000 acre·s burned. . It is in
is designed not only to help handle the terestin,g to note that fires of these pro
fires in ·Montana and north Idaho, but portions have not occurr.ed · during· the . 
also to provide assistance to national-· 10 years smoke jumpers have been used. 
forest men in Oregon, Washington, Cali- Since smoke jumping has been ac

. fornia, south Idaho, and New Mexico cepted as routine cperation in my area, 
when this ·is necessary. . annual losses ·over the past 10 ·years have 
. In the northern _region the United dropped to the low figure of 8,000 acres; 
States Forest Service protects 33,000,000 . a great reduction in burned area com
acres of lands supporting many billions pared to the annual average of 230,000 . 
of board feet of very firie timber . . This ·acres previous to 1933 .and the average 
area has had a very sad fire history, annual loss of 62,000 acres during the 
Since 1905 in excess of 7,000-,000 acres of . period 1933 to 1940. Not all of this re
it have been destroyed by fires. Of this duction ·can be credited to the smoke 
amount, more than· 6,000,000 acres were . Jumpers,: of course. Weather was more 
destroyed prior to 1933 during the period favorable. More equipment and better 
of few roads and when it was necessary fire-control practices are being used by 
to walk into most fires. With the ad- . the Forest Service today, when com
vent of the CCC forces, numerous roads pared to 10, 20, or 30 years ago. How
were constructed wh1ch increased the ever, a cold objective analysis .by the For
speed of . travel and, thereby attack on est Service conclusively shows· that great 
fires from 2% miles per hour to 15 miles savings in the taxpayers' dollar and much 
per hour. During .this period, 1933 to less d,amages can . be credited to the use 
1940, when accessibility through the ef- of the snioke jumpers. The Forest Serv-

. forts of the CCC forces made attack on ice, whose estimates are always on the 
fires more rapid, the annual acreage conservative side, states that over a pe
burned was reduced from the. previous riod of 20 years it may be expected that 
high of 230,000 acres to a new low of the :use of smoke jumpers will result in an 

· about 62,000 ··acres annually. annual saving in suppression costs and 
Of the 33,000,000 acres of land under damages of around $450,000. Some years 

protection by the Forest Service in Mon- the savjngs could reach a figure of $1,-
tana and north Idaho, ai:proximately 700,000. · 
11,000,000 acres remain roadless and It is common knowledge that fires can 
with the possibility of no further ex- destroy the natural resources essential 
tensive road construction programs in to the prosecution of .a war. During 
sight the Forest Service began consider- World War II more tons of wood than 
ing the use of airplanes to speed up at- steel we.re used. Each Liberty ship took 
tack on fires. . .. 350,000 board feet of lumber. 50,000,-

Early in 1939 experiments were under- 000 feet of timber were required to re-
. taken which proved that men could pe habilitate the port of Naples following 
transported by aircraft and parachuted its capture. During the war period, 
to fires in the inaccessible reaches of the 1942-45, . 101,000,000,000 board feet of 
far West. Aerial smoke-jumping opera- lumber were consumed by the military. 
tions were undertaken in 1940 and as Destruction of this resource by fire could 
more experience was·gained the size arid pro_ve very serious if world war III should 

· number of ·the operations increased. come. 
In my State, fires are more commonly Fires disturb war effort in other ways. 

caused by lightning than from human They disrupt railroad and highway 
carelessness. They generally come in transportation. They destroy communi
bunches-sometimes more than 100 fires ·cation lines. They smoke up the air so 
in a single day. Most of these fir.es badly that aircraft must be grounded. 

· occur on the high ridges .and on the . :They result in floods~ and.in many other 
slopes of mountains where ther:e are no . :ways can hinder military action if. they 
roads and trails are few. If they are not .. ,are. not controlled. · 
attacked quickly, destruction of the fine ; ; The Forest Service, at the instance of 
timber and other· wild land resources will_; ; the Federal .Office of C_ivil Defense, has 
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completed plans for the protection of our 

. forests in the event of enemy fire at
tacks. The smoke-jumper organization 
at Missoula plays a prominent part in 
the field of planned fire protection to 
contain enemy fire attacks should they 
occur. 

Smoke-jumping operations alone can
not contain all fires that start but they 
are an important source of strength to 
contain those fires that start in the inac
cessible reaches of the far West. 

I have tried to show wherein smoke 
jumpers have been helpful in the con
trol of fires, where their use has saved 
the taxpayers money and resulted in less 
resource !oases and where they would 
pay real dividends to the military during 
a war period involving fire attacks by 
an enemy. 

The Missoula . smoke-jumping set-up 
is not beneficial to my State alone. Its 
great fl.exib~lity of movement due to its 
being able to tr'avel cross-country by 
air makes it also very valuable to assist 
in the control of fires in other States 
hundreds of miles removed from the Mis

. soula base of operations. History of this 
unit is full of cases where help has been 
provided in New Mexico, Idaho, Oregon, 
Washington, and California. During 
the serious fire emergency in New Mex
ico last spring and in California and 
Oregon in August of this year; men from 
the smoke-jumping base at Missoula 
·were moved in to help out. 

The smoke-jumping feature of the 
program is not the only aerial phase 
helpful to other areas. _Air-cargo trans
port and ·delivery via the parachute is 
rtecessary for successful operations in all 
inaccessible fire areas .. History is full 
of cases where equipment and facilitat
ing gear have been moved great dis-

. t r.nces to help contain a serious fire 
emergency. In 1947 fire equipment was 
fl.own from Missoula to Maine. This 
year more than 100 tons of much-needed 
fire-fighting equipment were moved to 
New Mexico where a serious fire situa-

. tion was in progress. There are many 
other similar cases. 

The primary reasons for this bill are 
to provide adequate housing, warehous
ing, and facilitating services for the 
aerial operations at Missoula, Mont. 
This bill, if enacted into law, will also 
allow the Forest Service to move its base 
of operations from Hale Field to the 
new municipal airport owned by the 
county. 

The improvements, -if provided at the 
municipal airport, will bring about more 
efficient operations. This will result in 
direct savings to the taxpayers of around 
$100,000 per year compared to the pres
ent base of operations centered around 
Hale Field. · This saving is in addition 
to the estimated annual saving of $450,-
000 when comparing smoke-jumping at
tack with conventional ground methods. 

Hale Field, the present base of opera
tions nea1" Missoula, is graveled, is not 
lighted for night operations, has short 
runways, is near dangerous mountain 
obstructions and requires flying low on 
take off and landings ·over residential 
areas and schools. Tenure is insecure 
due to demands for the use of this land 
for residential purposes. 
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The operation is presently housed in 
old CCC buildings located in several 
places, some removed as much as 32 miles 
from Missoufa. These buildings are old, 
have been fully depreciated, with tenure 
insecure, since they are located on 
rented ground. Because of . the tempo
rary nature of the buildings and the 
dilapidated facilities being used, they 

. are not only a fire trap but also are con
sidered up.suitable as living quarters
space is too limited, sanitation is poor. 

The city of Missoula:, the county, and 
the CAA have cooperated in the con
struction of a county municipal airport 
a few miles out of Missoula, spending 
about $4,000,000 for this purpose. This 
field has excellent surfaced runways· 
7,000 feet long, is far removed_ from 
dangerous mountainous obstructions, 
does not requir.P- low-level flying over the 
city of Missoula, is lighted for night op
erations so important to fire control, and 
is otherwise ideally suited a_s a base fo_r 
aerial fire control operations. The 

.county will sell or allow a friendly con
demnation suit involving a plot of land 
to be used as the aerial base. The county 
of Missoula will sell the necessary site 
to the Forest Service for the low sum 
of $2,000. Also they will enter into a 
lease with the Forest Service allowing 
theP.' access to· the runways and full and 
free use of the airport for an undeter
mined long periocl of years-probably 99 
if it is legal fo:.: them to do. this. 

This bill contemplates the acquisition 
of a site at the county municipal airport, 
on which will be constructed the barest 
essentials for the efficient operation of 
an aerial unit by the Forest Service for 
the control of forest fires. 

I recommenll favorable consideration 
· of H. R. 1623. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. ~hairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to 
yield to . the gentleman. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Could the gentleman 
· tell us briefly just how this fire-fighting 
unit would help us with our forest fires 
in northern Caiifornia? The gentle
man mentioned the State of California. 
The great forests in our State have suf
fered a very devastating fire this year 
in the northeast par ~ of the State. How 
would this unit help us? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. In the past we 
have sent forest fire parachuters from 

. Missoula to the southern and northern 
part of California to help put the fires 
out which have occurred there. South
ern California is within a 4- · to 5-hour 
flying range of the Missoula airport. 
We have sent these parachuters not only 
to northern and southern California to 
help put out fires there, but also to New 
Mexico on several occasions as well. 

Mr. JOHNSON. You say it is within 
a 4-hour flight of southern California? 
What kind of planes do they use that go 
that fast? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. In emergency they 
will use C-47's, but usually they will use 
in tha immediate vicinity of Missoula a 
trimotor Ford which goes slow enough 
to ~now the men to jump. Also at the 
present time they have three Stimson 
Travelers, I believe: -

Mr. JOHNSON. I think the gentle
man must be mistaken about the 4 hours, 
because I have ridden in these C-47's 
and they do not travel anywhere near 
that fast. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. We have gotten 
down into California and New Mexico 
within a 4- to 5-hour flying period. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentieman yield? · 

Mr. MANSFIELD. · I yield. 
Mr. HORAN. Is there not a unit 

working out of Cave Junction, Oreg.? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. There is a unit 

working out of Cave Junction and there 
is ope at McCall, Idaho, and one at Idaho 
City, Idaho. Those, of course, are all un
der the Missoula operations and they are 
shipped out as fire occurs ~n different 
areas. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. HORAN. I serve, as the gentle

man probably knows, on the subcommit
tee that has charge of forest protection 
appropriations. We do look to the fur-

. ther refinement of this sort of work not 
only to an increase in efficiency in the · 
matter of protection of the forests but 
eventually a cutting down of. the size of 
the appropriations needed for that sort of 
work. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct; 
and I may say to the gentleman that the 
State of Washington which he has so ably 
represented here for the past 9 years has 
been vigorous in its support of this pro~ 
posed Iegisla t i on. 

Mr. MUMMA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. MUMMA. Speaking of planes, I 

read the hearing on this bill and failed 
to see a word about helicopters anywhere 
in the hearings. It strikes me in view of 
what has been done in Korea with heli
copters their ability to come down in an 
exact spot where needed, there being no 
element of chance about it, that serious 
consideration should be given to their use 
in connection with fire figh ting opera
tions. 

I happen to have fought a lot of forest 
fires in my life. I have observed para
chute drops and the dropping of men and 
supplies, and am convinced of their great 
usefulness. But I think we should begin 
giving consideration to their use now as 
we debate this bill. For instance, I think 
the hangar would have to be designed 
with helicopters in mind. · 

I notice there is another item in the bill 
for parachutes. I have had some ex
perience observing parachute operations 
in the Middle East, in Pennsylvania. It 
seems to me that by use of the helicopter 
you would eliminate a lot of the expense 
for parachutes. Some $120,000 is con
tained for that purpose. It seems to me 
that quite a lot of that money would not 
be necessary were helicopters put into 
use, and I think we should bear this in 
mind as we consider the bill. 

Answering the gentleman from Maine 
as to the use of airplanes in his section, 
I have never been in Maine, but in the 
eastern part of the United States gener
ally the forests are much more accessible, 
at least they are in Pennsylvania and 
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throughout the East than they are in the Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the gentle
West due to the unique system of roads man for his contribution. Mr. Chairman. 
which exists throughout the area, roads at the present time the smoke-jumping 
.and forest trails built by the CCC boys. operation in Missoula is being conducted 
Almost any spot in this area can be from a field known as Hale Field. It is 
reached within a very· short time by au- a gravel field, it has short runways, it 
tomobile. I realize that the question is is unlighted, it is close to the mountains, 
very much difierent in the West, but in and because of these characteristi}S 
the eastern part of the United States there can be no night take-offs or night 
there is a great system of roads. I think landings. By moving to the other field, 
this is a very good bill. the modern Missoula County Airport, 

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say to the built at a cost of $4,000,000, owned by 
gentleman from Pennsylvania that I ap- the county of Missoula, having runways 
preciate his contribution very much. I 7,000 to 8,000 feet in length, we will be 
know something of the fine reputation able to be more efficient in operating 
he has in the field of forestry. Insofar this very fine service. We will have a 

- as helicopters are concerned I am quite lighted field, we will be able to take off 
sure they will be given serious considera- at night and we will be able to land at 
tion and much weight will be placed on night. We will save under this new set
the gentleman's suggestion, especially in up somethin& like $100,000 a year in ad
view of the great development in heli- dition to the $450,000 a year which this 
copters which has occurred in the last service now saves when you compare it 
3 or 4 years, especially through their with the older and more inefficient 
use by the Marine Corps, not only in low- methods of going to a fire on foot or 
ftying operations, low enough to drop the going in by truck or on horseback. 
men and the loads, but to make such I hope that tpis committee in its wis
landings as were made a week ago when dom will give this matter its most serious 
they landed some 250 men on a mountain consideration and will approve this vi
top in Korea. So I have every confi- tally needed facility which will mean so 
dence that the Forest Service will take much in the saving of our natural re
into consideration what· the gentleman sources and which will be economical 
has said and do what it can to bring as well. 
about further e.fficiency in its fire-fight- Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yit!ld 
ing operations. such time as he may desire to the gentle-

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will man from Ohio [Mr. JENKINsJ. 
the gentleman yield? Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, I am 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to my dis- sure I would be moved to vote for this 
tinguished colleague from Utah. legislation simply by reason of the fine 

Mr. GRANGER. As I understand, address and the accurate facts brought 
this bill is identical or practically the forth in the speech just made by the 
same bill as the gentleman introduced distinguished gentleman from Montana 
a year ago which passed the House by [Mr. MANSFIELD]. His remarks were 
unanimous consent. very persuasive. But, in addition to Mr. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. MANSFIELD'S remarks, I have a .very per-
Mr. GRANGER. I know the gentle- sonal reason for supporting this legis

man has been very diligent in the prepa- lation, and I beg your pardon for mak
ration of and advocating this legisla- ing it personal. When you talk about 
tion. The entire western country is in- fire jumpers, may I say that in the Sat
debted to the gentleman from Montana urday Evening Post of April 23, 1951, 
for the great effort he has made. there appeared a very interesting arti-

I think this is a good bill, and in view cle on fire jumpers. This article is very 
of the fact that even now forest fires are interesting to me because it was writ
raging in the high mountains of the ten by my nephew, Starr Jenkins. He 
western country I think it would be false is the son of my deceased brother, New
economy if this Congress did not at this ton Jenkins. Although he was brought 
time take measures to make possible ade- up in the great city of Chicago he had 
quate facilities with which to fight these in him the urge that would be satisfied 
devastating fires. best by the call of the wild. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the gen- Starr had been a fire jumper for some 
tleman for his contribution. I know that little time before he wrote this article. 
he understands this.measure not only be- His brother also was a fire jumper. 
cause he con;ies from the Rocky Moun- Starr is now a teacher in one of the 
tain area, as I do, but because he himself schools out there in the great West. 
was in charge of the hearings on this bill Starr, in his story, gives a very graphic 
a year ago. account of the work of these fire jump-

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. Mr. ers. It must have been worth while else 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? it would not have been accepted by the 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to my friend Saturday Evening Post. The title of this 
from Texas. article is "We Jump Into Fire." I wish 

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. I wish I could give you some of the graphic 
to invite the attention of the gentleman language that he uses in describing the 
and also others interested in fire fight- work of these heroic young men who risk 
ing that the Forest Service is now using their lives for the benefit of the best in- . 
helicopters; they have several under lease terests of the country. I shall later get 
and are using them for experimental leave of the House to have his whole 
purposes, administrative purposes, and article printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
so on; and, presumably, they will, as soon RECORD. Since it is a report of the ac
as the occasion presents itself, make use tivities of a Government agency it would 
of them for fire.:.fighting purposes. So be appropriate. I want to give you a 
that is already under way and they are story of one incident that he describes 
making progress. ' graphically. He said that on a certain 

day while attached to the Missoula sta
tion, about which we are talking today, 
he was assigned with another boy to 
take a jump which he describes com
pletely in his article. He said there were 
I think, eight boys selected to go imme
diately to a distant fire. The man who 
assigned the work called out two to go 
immediately. They were Jenkins and 
another man. They went in their plane 
to do the work, leaving four boys there 
to go at anoti.1er time. When he came 
back those four boys who had gone to 
another fire never came back. They had 
given their lives for their country and 
in line of duty. So these fires that we 
talk about today on the floor of Congress 
not only are destructive of fine timber 
but they are destructive of fine boys. 
These fire fighters fight heroically and 
die stoically. ·God bless them. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 
· Mr. JENKINS. I yield to the gentle
man from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD . . I read that arti
cle also and it was a very well prepared 
and a very accurate article. Speaking 
of some of the boys who did not come 
back, we had this tragedy at Man Gulch 
in western Montana a year ago last Au
gust, at which time 13 fire fighters did 
not come back. 

Mr. JENKINS. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. HoLMESl. 

Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very much in favor of this legislation. 
From research and from the practical 
results that have been procured it is 
shown conclusively that this procedure 
and this method of fire fighting has be
come cne of the most effective in control 
of forest fires of any method that has 
ever been adopted by the Forest Service 
of the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle-1 

man from Maine [Mr. HALE]. · 
Mr. HALE. Mr. Chairman, I had not 

been familiar with this legislation before 
it came to us today, and I was not aware 
of the existence of the situation at Mis.: 
soula, Mont. Certainly I am enthusias
tically in favor of the legislation. , 

However, since the question has been 
brought up, I want to say that more than 
half of my State of Maine is forest area. 
The same can be said of the States of 
New Hampshire and Vermont. There 
are enormous forest areas in New York 
and Pennsylvania and, of course, in the 
whole Allegheny region as well, including 
the Great Smoky region in the South. 

It has been suggested by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania, and I think by 
one or two others, that the forest areas 
in our part of the country are more 
readily accessible than in the great 
Northwest. That may be true, but it is 
only a matter of degree. Certainly there 
are large forest areas in the State of 
Maine, completely inaccessible to high
ways, where the only practicable way of 
travel, except aerial travel, is either 
afoot or by canoe. · This is ·not good 
enough for putting out forest fires. 

In 1947 we had the most destructive 
series of forest fires in the history of the 
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State of Maine. There were villages in 
my district which were completely wiped 
out. There were areas in which the fire 
fighters maintained camps day and night 
for a long period of time, under the most 
rigorous conditions as to getting in sup
plies, lack of sleep, and so on. Parts of 
the State were practically on a war 
footing. The town of Bar Harbor, which 
is one of the principal beauty spots of 
Maine, ·suffered an enormous property 
loss in buildings destroyed and suffered 
damage to its surrounding forests and its 
natuxal beauty which it will take at least 
a half century to repair. 

Certainly if forest-fire-control stations 
of this Missoula type are to be estab
lished, as they should be, they should be 
established also in the New England area 
and in other parts of the East. I do 
very earnestly solicit attention to this 
problem. Our eastern forests are as 
much a great national asset as are those 
of the Northwest and West. When forest 
areas anywhere are ravaged or destroyed 
the entire Nation suffers, and not merely 
a section. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman,. I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Montana 
[Mr. D'EWART.J. 

Mr. D'EW ART. Mr. Chairman, I am 
glad to rise in support of this bill intro
duced by my colleague from the western 
district of Montana. 

In my youth I was a forest ranger and 
had sa.me experience with forest-fire 
fighting in working with the United 
States Forest Service in Montana. In 
those days we used to go to fires on 
horseback, with pack horses to carry in 
our equipment, or else we went on foot. 
That is no way to get to a fire in this day 
and age, and we generally got there too 
late and with too little. The fire was at 
a stage by the time we arrived where it 
was most difficult to handle. 

Since those days a lot has been learned -
about· fighting forest fires. New- ways, 
new equipment, better methods . hav-e 
been experimented with and developed, 
until now they are used throughout the 
West when forest fires occur. 

In the Missoula area there are some 
11,000,000 acres of virgin timber. There 
is probably more virgin timber in that 
area than anywhere else in the United 
States, possibly two-thirds of what is left 
in the United States. The district office 
of the United States Forest Service is 
located at Missoula. The university 
students in the forestry school that help 
with forest-fire protection during the 
summer, are in Missoula. All these fac
tors added together make this an ideal 
spot to put thb; enlarged airport and the 
equipment and facilities, buildings, para
chute lofts, and things like that, that 
are necessary in modern fire fighting. 

Largely this fire fighting is done with 
contract planes. I believe at Missoula 
the Forest Service owns only three that 
it uses itself. The rest are contract 
planes. They also cooperate with the 
United States Air Force in fighting fires. 
All these things added together, plus 
increased knowledge of how to fight fires, 
up-to-date equipment, facilities for man
power, and an enlarged airfield at Mis
soula, and added buildings and equip
ment, make it possible to fight forest fire~ 

in this area of virgin timber with mod
ern, up-to-date methods. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. D'EW ART. I yield to the gentle
man from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say to my 
colleague from Montana that he has been 
very vigorous in support of this measure, 
and we are both very grateful to our 
colleagues from Washington, Oregon, 
and Idaho for the fine support they in 
turn have given us in our efforts to bring 
this bill to the attention of the House and 
get it passed. 

Mr. D'EW ART. I agree with my col
league from Montana. 

I hope that later facilities will be avail
able not only to our State but surround
ing States where there is such a large 
amount of timber. 

It adds to the flexibility of the crews 
to have these airfields and the planes 
necessary for fire fighting. Manpower 
and · equipment cari be moved quickly 
from one fire to another. 

Fires in these inaccessible areas gen
erally start from lightning. There are 
no roads and very few trails. If you 
can get there quickly after it is spotted 
by what we call spotters on high peaks, 
you can put the fire out with few men 
and with little cost, and with a great 
saving of timber. Therefore, these new 
facilities necessary for fighting fires adds 
greatly to the saving of timber, and adds 
greatly to· the saving in manpower in fire 
fighting. 

The Forest Service expects to increase 
the number of parachute jumpers at 
this point, and I think rightly so, because 
by increasing the number of those jump
ers they will decrease the number of 
men that are actually needed on the 
fires, because the men . get there before 
the fire spreads and is out of hand. 
When one of these fires gets out of hand . 
it is almost impossible to stop -it before 
it burns itself out or before it gets to the 
top. of a ridge where you can backfire 
and stop it in that way, and this ordi
narily takes a large and expensive crew. 

This is a good bill. I want to compli
ment my colleague from western ·Mon
tana on bringing it up, and I am glad 
to have this opportunity to support it 
before· the House. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. HILLJ. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I am very 
much in favor of this bill. Recently the 
House, in tny opinion, passed one of the 
most basic and essential acts for the 
care of our forests that has ever been 
passed. As I said at that time, one of 
the great national resources of this coun
try is our forests. I think as a country 
we have been very careless and indiffer
ent about the care of our forests. The 
forests mean more than lumber. The 
forests mean much to the generations 
that are to come. We must understand 
that in the eastern part of our country 
the United States Government has title 
to very little· forest land, while in the 
West, where this work is to be done and 
where the work is being done, all the · 
forest areas in those sections belong to 
the United States. It belongs to the 
people and not to the States. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maine. 

Mr. HALE. Does not the gentleman 
think that a privately owned forest is 
just as much a national asset as a Gov
ernment-owned forest? 

Mr. HILL. Exactly. The problems 
you have are no less ·because the forest 
lands belong to the State of Maine than 
they are if they- belong to the United 
States. So I am perfectly in accord 
with the gentleman when he said on the 
floor of the House that some fire protec
tion more than we now have should be 
built up for all of the fores ts throughout 
the United States. 

I can think of only one great tragedy 
that is even comparable to a forest fire, 
and that is a flood. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. BOW. '!'he gentleman from Colo

rado has suggested that we should at 
least have an interest in these forests. 
With that I quite agree. As a member 
of the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs, I have a real interest. I 
should like to ask the gentleman if it 
is not true that we have forests destroyed 
by causes other than fire. I have in 
mind the great Englemann spruce forest 
of Colorad.o. I hope the House some day 
will take up the question of protecting 
that great forest in Colorado as well as 
the bill which we are now considering 
to prevent fires. 

Mr. HILL. The gentleman is abso
lutely correct. I for one believe that 
we should protect these forests not only 
from fire but from pests as well, I might 
say to the gentleman that not long ago 
as a member of the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Agriculture, i visited the 
Superior Forest in Minnesota. There 
we discovered that it was not the beetle 
but another type of pest that was de
stroying this forest. Unless we are on 
our toes, and unless we set up a program 
which will protect these forests in the 
days to come, other forests will be de
stroyed. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
g.entleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. HORAN. In company with two 

other members of the Committee on 
Appropriation, Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama, 
and Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN, of Minnesota, 
about 2 weeks ago I visited the water
shed in Colorado. It is an amazing place 
because there, within a few hundred 
miles, four great rivers originate way up 
in the Rockies-the Rio Grande, the 
Arkansas, the Platte, and the Colorado 
River. During the course of a 250-mile 
airplane trip, we flew ovet half a mil
lion acres of dead spruce. Bark beetles 
had devastated it. I asked the regional 
forester what he would do in case fire 
broke out there. He said they would 
dash in and do the best they could with 
bulldozers. There are no roads there. 
Then, they would push those dead trees 
around, and try to make a fire wall. 
He said first, however, that they would 
call on Idaho City; McCall, Idaho; or 
Missoula; or Deming, N. Mex., for smoke 

1umpers. I mentioned this because there 
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watersheds in Colorado are not only im
portant to the people of Denver and its 
environs as well as the more outlying sec
tions, but the water which supplies Kan
sas City, Mo., and the water that sup
plies Los Angeles and Brownsville, Tex., 
and even Fort Collins, originates in that 
area. So this smoke jumping and pro
tection of our watersheds, whether the 

· trees are dead or alive, is important to 
the people of a very wide area. 

Mr. HILL. I thank the gentleman 
for his contribution. 

Mr. Chairman, just another word 
about the forests. Let us keep in mind 
that the undergrowth and the pine 
needles and the fine material that de
velops under these trees becomes a sort 
of sponge or blotter which holds this 
water when it falls in these mountain 
areas. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Along the very 

line of reasoning that the gentleman has 
spoken one has only to look at Greece 
and China today to see what deforesta
tion has done. That ought to bring 
home to us, as the gentleman has so well 
put it, the importance of this great nat
ural resource which belongs to all of 
the people. 

Mr. HILL. I hope you understand 
that when the water falls on this for
est area, if there is nothing but naked 
hillsides to absorb or hold the moisture 
as it falls, then it all collects in great tor
rents and down the stream it .goes, and 
with the terriffic slope or with the num
ber of feet that the water falls per 
mile, the water has tremendous power 
and it tears up the canyons and washes 
away the soil and it is good-by to the 
value of that area as a watershed. I 
think the word "watershed" some times 
does not mean what it should in the 
minds of our people. Shed is not a 
correct expression. It should be called 
a water-protection area. That is what 
it becomes, if we take care of it. But 
do not forget that when you fail to 
take care of it, it does not become the 
protection it was meant to be. Whereas 
when a fire gets started, and it is burned 
over forest land you have nothing but 
ashes, no cover no holding of moisture 
content. It takes 60 to 100 years to build 
up these areas. -

In closing, let me say there is nothing 
like an airplane to speed the fire :fighters 
to where the fire exists. You have the 
towers in the forests where the foresters 
are, with the aid of their glasses, able 
to locate the blaze and a quick run 
to the location saves many acres of tim
ber. 

The fire fighters can be dropped near 
the fire by parachute. These men are 
perfectionists enough not to parachute 
down into the trees. They are expert 
parachute jumpers. In the Superior 
Forest we looked over the gear. These 
men have the finest of :fire-fighting 
equipment. They have the newest types 
of :fire-fighting equipment. When they 
land with their supplies they are all 
ready to knock the fire out over an area 
of many square feet. We have a fire 
bomb which actually smothers the fire. 

In these areas that do not have any 
roads, ·men may be parachuted down 
at the right point at the right time 
to extinguish the fire. You will notice 
in the short report that this committee 
made that they say at least $150,000 . 
a year may be saved. That is a con
servative estimate. A forest fire 
promptly put out may mean thousands 
of acres of timberland saved and who 
can value such saving? 

I hope the bill passes without a single 
vote against it, it is constructive ' legis
lation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Colorado has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to myself. 

Mr. Chairman, much has been said 
about the great Northwest, and the tim
ber regions of that part of the country. 
I regard this matter as a matter of 
national importance. I think it is a very 
reasonable .insurance. premium for us to 
pay to provide the money to improve 
and build facilities which will be used 
in the protection of one of the greatest . 
natural resources of our Nation. The 
fact is that two-thirds of the virgin tim- · 
ber remaining in America is in this par
ticular area, and that should impress 
us with the importance of what we are · 
attempting to do here. I do not think 
this is a matter which will result in 
benefiting only one or two States, I 
think it will result in a general benefit, 
because it is in the interest of the gen
eral welfare of all of the people of this 
great country. I hope the bill will be 
adopted. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SITTLERJ. 

Mr. SITTLER. I speak briefly to say 
that I favor this bill. 

As a boy one of my ambitions was to 
become a forester and forest fire fighter, 
and I have had a love of the forest ever 
since. Moreover, it has been my good 
fortune to travel in the West and to learn 
to love our great National Forests and 
to meet and know some of the members 
of the Forest Service. I have come to 
admire them very much. They are a · 
sincere, devoted, and thoroughly reliable 
group of Government employees. I 
agree with what the distinguished chair
man of the Committee on Agriculture 
has just said because we in Pennsyl
vania also have great forests, although 
admittedly fires in them would be rather 
more accessible than those in some of 
the other great States of the West. 

I hope our Pennsylvania fire :fighters 
may learn from the procedures that are 
developed at Missoula, methods that 
may help them more e:ff ectively to serve 
our State and save Pennsylvania forests 
as well. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. ELLSWORTH]. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 
take this time so as to incorporate in 
the record of the discussion on this bill 
two or three facts, and I wish to ask the 
gentleman from Montana one or two 
questions for the purpose of clarifying 
the record regarding the bill. 

Is it not true that the purpose of the 
bill is for the expansion and renovation 
and improvement of a headquarters for 
the smoke jumpers of the Forest 
Service? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would say to the 
gentleman from Oregon that that is cor
rect; it involves a transfer from the very 
unsafe Hale Field to the new modern 
Missoula County Airport, and it will 
bring about a greater concentration of 
operations and more efficient use of the 
facilities. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. And this head
quarters is a base of operation for this 
type of forest-fire :fighting for the entire 
area of the West. Is not that true? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, primarily for 
the Pacific Northwest, but in its opera
tions extending as :Zar south as Califor
nia and New Mexico, as has been demon
strated on many occasions. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. If I am wrong in 
these further assumptions I wish the 
gentleman from Montana would correct 
me. As I understand it, the smoke
jumper headquarters we are discussing 
now is a base of operations for the main
tenance, repair, the location of head- · 
quarters personnel, and a central com
mun .. cations center to which all of the 
other regions and individual national 
forests can appeal when there is fire 
danger or when lightning has set some 
fire in their areas. This headquarters, 
with its personnel and equipment, will 
be available and smoke jumpers sent out 
with proper equipment and supplies to 
the areas that are then threatened. Is 
that about the way it will work':' 

. Mr. MANSFIELD. The gentleman is 
absolutely correct; and I want to say in 
addition, ref erring to a point raised by 
the gentleman from Maine, that in 1947 
during the fire he described to the House 
we shipped :fire-fighting equipment. from · 
Missoula, Mont., to help put down this 
outbreak in the State of Maine. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. The point that I 
want to be sure is clear both in the rec
ord and to the House is that the institu
tion we are talking about and that is 
affected by this bill is not a local affair 
at all. We in the State of Oregon are 
as much interested in it as the people in 
the Southwest or in the State of Wash-:
ington, that there must be a central base 
of operations for a complicated system 
of this kind; there must be made perma
nent a place for the recruitment and 
housing of smoke-jumper personnel and 
a central communications center for the 
dispatch of these operations. That is 
the point I want to make. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. May .. I thank the 
gentleman and say that every statement 
he has. made is correct. 

Mr. D'EWART. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I yield. 
Mr. D'EWART. I think· the gentleman 

should add another factor and that is 
the study and development of new and 
better methods of :fighting forest fires. 
This headquarters is close to a uni
versity where there is a very fine for
estry school; it is close to the district 
forestry omce; and, therefore, the facili
ties are there to make these studies for 
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better and more advanced methods of 
fighting fire and the kind of operations 
we have been discussing here. 

Mr. ELLSWORTH. I thank the gen
tleman and merely want to repeat what 
I said earlier today, that in forest-fire 
language there is no such thing as a 
serious forest fire if that fire can be 
reached as soon as it starts; serious for
est fires are only those fires which go 
out of control before it is possible for · 
men to reach the fire with fighting 
equipment; and equipment, generally 
speaking, is a good shovel. Men with 
good shovels can stop any fire from be
coming a serious fire if they get to it in 
time. That is the purpose of the whole 
headquarters set-up, to establish a sys
tem of organization for reaching fires 
by air before they become serious. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
further requests for time. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of 

Agriculture is hereby authorized to acquire 
by donation, purchase, and/or condemna
tion such tract or tracts of land, at or near. 
Missoula, Mont., as in his judgment may be 
suitable for the construction thereon of fire 
control smoke jumper headquarters, air 
cargo supply base, and other facilities, and 
said land upon acceptance of title to be sub
ject to all laws and regulations applicable 
to lands acquirecJ under the act of March 1, 
1911, as amended (16 U. S. C. 515, 516). 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 1, line 3, after the word "authorized", 

add the following: "when suitable arrange
ments have been made for the use of air
port facilities." 

The committee amendment was 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 2. The Secretary of Agriculture is 

hereby authorized, by contract or otherwise, 
to cause to be planned, designed, and con
structed on said land, such buildings as in 
his judgment may be suitable as fire control 
smoke jumper headquarters, air cargo supply 
base, and other facilities, and including the 
purchase and installation of necessary equip
ment, the making of sewer, water, gas, elec
trical and other connections, and the con
struction of such roadways, sidewalks, land
scaping, and approaches as may be required. 

SEC. 3. For the purpose of carrying out the 
provisions of this act, there is hereby au
thorized to be appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro
priated, the sum of $970,000: Provided, That 
the Secretary may, prior to July 1, 1951, enter 
into contract s for the acquisition of the land 
and for the construction of the buildings 
and other installations. herein authorized, to 
an amount not in excess of $500,000. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr . . CooLEY: Page 

2, line 18, strike out "1951" and insert "1953.'' 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to say this amendment was agreed 
to by the committee but inadvertently 
it was not changed in the bill. It sim
ply changes the date of 195,1 to 1953. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAffiMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. ALBERT, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 1628) to provide for the acquisi
tion of land and the construction thereon 
of buildings and appurtenances essential 
for forest fire control operations of the 
Forest Service, United States Depart
ment of Agriculture, at or near Missoula, 
Mont., and for other purposes, pursuant 
to House Resolution 431 he reported the 
bill back to the House with sundry 
amendments adopted by the Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gross. 
, The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the engrossment and third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

The bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
COMMITTEE TO INVESTIGATE AND S'I_'UDY 

DUPLICATION AND OVERLAPPING OF 
TAXES 

Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on 
Rules, reported the following privileged 
resolution (H. Res. 414, Rept. No. 1056), 
which was referred to the House Cal
endar and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That there is hereby created a 
select committee to be composed of five 
Members of the House of Representatives to 
be designated by the Speaker, one of whom 
he shall designate as chairman. Any vacancy 
occurring in the membership of the com
mittee shall be filled in the manner in which 
the original appointment was made. 

The committee is authorized and directed 
· to investigate and study duplication and 
overlapping of Federal, State, and local gov
ernment taxes, and the means and method 
cif accomplishing the elimination of such 
overlapping and duplication. 

The committee, or any duly authorized 
·subcommittee thereof is authorized to hold 
such hearings, to subpena witnesses, to sit 
and act at such times and places during . the 
life of the committee as it shall designate; 
to employ an executive secretary; and to 
employ such experts and clerical, steno.: 
graphic, and other assistants as it may deem 
necessary (without regard to the civil service 
laws, but subject to the Classification Act of 
1923, as amended). The committee may 
utilize the services, information, facilities, 
and personnel of the various departments 
and agencies of the Federal Government. 

The committee may from time to time 
submit to the House such preliminary reports 
as it deems advisable; and prior to the .close 
of the present Congress shall submit to the 
House its final report on the results of its 
study and investigation, together with sucb. 
recommendations as it deems advisable. Any 
report submitted when the House is not in 
session may be filed with the Clerk of the 
House. 

There is hereby authorized to be appro
priated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, such sums as 

may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this resolution. · 

SIZE AND WEIGHT LIMITATIONS OF 
FOURTH CLASS PARCEL POST MAIL 

Mr. MITCHELL, from the Committee 
on Rules, reported the following privi
leged resolution (H; Res. 439, Rept. No. 
1057), which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That immediately upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the considera
tion of the bill (S. 1335) to readjust size and 
weight limitations on fourth-class (parcel 
post) mail. That after general debate, which 
shall be confined to the bill and continue 
not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and rank
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service, the bill shall 
be read for amendment under the 5-minute 
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration 
of the bills for amendment, the Committee 
shall rise and report the bill to the House 
witn such amendments as may have been 
adopted and the previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without inter
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit. · 

AMENDING PUBLIC LAWS NUMBERED 815 
AND 874 OF THE EIGHTY-FIRST CON
GRESS 

Mr. MITCHELL, from the Committee 
on Rules, reported the following privi
leged resolution (H. Res. 440, Rept. No. 
1058), which was referred to the House 
Calendar ·and ordered to be printed: 

Resolved, That immedifi,tely upon the 
adoption of this resolution it shall be in 
order to move that the House resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 5411) to amend Public Laws 
Nos. 815 and 874 of the Eighty-first congress 
with respect to schools in critical defense 
housing areas, and for other purposes. That 
after general debate, which shall be con- ' 
fined to the bill and continue not to exceed 
1 hour, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Education and 
Labor, the bill shall be read for amendment 
under the 5-minute rule. At the conclusion 
of the consideration of the bill for amend
ment, the Committee shall rise and report 
the l;iill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted and the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit. 

, . CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS 
1~: Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent. that the business 
in order on Calender Wednesday of next 
·week be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
CONSENT AND PRIVATE CALENDARS 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that it be in 
order for the Consent Calendar and the 
Private Calendar to be called on Wednes
day of next week, instead of being called 
on Monday and Tuesday of next week. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
· the request of the gentleman from Mas
- sachusetts? . 
· There was no objection. 
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ADDRESS BY PRESIDENT TRUMAN 

Mr. McCORMA<;::K. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
include the address delivered by Presi
dent Truman at the peace conference in 
San Francisco. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, the 

following address was delivered by Presi
dent Truman at the peace conference 
in San Francisco: 

I am glad to welcome you to this confer
ence for signing the treaty of p~ace with 
Japan. The people of the United States are 
honored to serve as hosts for this meeting. 

Six years ago the nations represented at 
this conference were engaged in a bitter and 
coetly war. Nevertheless, these nations and 
others came together here, in this very hall, 
to set up the United Nations as the first es
eential step toward a firm and lasting peace. 

Today, we meet here again to take an
other step along the road to peace. On this 
occasion, it is our purpose to conclude a 
treaty of peace with a country we were fi~ht
ing in 1945. We meet to restore our former 
enemy to the community of peaceful nations. 

The treaty- we are gathered here to sign 
has not been drawn in a spirit of revenge. 
The treaty reflects the spirit in which we car
ried on the war. The principles for which 
we fought were clearly set forth by President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt right after Pearl Har
bor. On December 9, 1941, in a broadcast 
to the American people, -he said: 

"When we resort to force, as now we must, 
we are determined that this force shall be 
directed toward ultimate good as well as 
against immediate evil. * * * We are 
now in the midst of a war, not for conquest, 
not for vengeance, but for a world in which 
this Nation, and all that this Nation repre
sents, will be safe for our children." 

POINTS TO NEW THREATS OF AGGRESSION IN 
WORLD 

That is our purpose here today as we 
gather to sign the peace treaty. We are try
ing to build a world in which the children 
of all nations can live together in peace. 
We hope we are attaining the ultimate good 
to which President Roosevelt referred. 

Unfortunately, today, the world is faced 
with new threats of aggression. Many of the 
countries represented here are now engaged 
in a hard fight to uphold the United Nations 
against international law-bi:eaking. But we 
have not forgotten that our goal ls~ · ace. We 
will not let that happen now, any more than 
we let the existence of war in 1945 hold up 
our e!Iorts for the United Nations. 

The people of all our countries long for one 
thing above all else, and they are determined 
to have it. What they want is a world at 
peace-a world where there is justice and 
freedom for all men and all nations. Our 
peoples demand of us that we take every pos
sible measure to reach that goal. 

We who stand ready to sign this treaty with 
Japan believe in peace. We believe in peace 
based on freedom and international justice. · 
We know that a free· and independent peo- ; 
ple have more vigor and staying power and , 
can do more .to help secure the peace, than a · 
people held under alien control. We believe ' 
that the whole great effort for peace will be 
strengthened if Japan is now restored to in- , 
dependence and linked to other free nations 
by ties of mutual friendship and responsi
l'ility. 

LAUDS MAC ARTHUR'S WORK AS OCCUPATION CHIEF 

Since the fighting ended in 1945, Japan has 
been an occupied country. The occupation 
w:.s designed by the wartime allies to 

prevent future Japanese aggression, and to 
establish Japan as a peaceful and democratic 
country, prepared to return to the family of 
nations. 

The United States, as the principal occu
pying power, was give!l a special responsi
bility to carry out these objectives. It is our 
judgment that they have been achieved. 

I wish on this occasion to express the pride 
that my countrymen and I feel in the way in 
which the allied occupation has been carried 
out. Its success has been due to the devot.ed 
efforts of many thousands of people serving 
under the outstanding leadership of Gen
eral of. the Army Douglas MacArthur and his 
successor, Gen. Matthew Ridgway. 

I would l:'Jso like to pay tribute to the im
pressive eft'ort put forward by the people of 
Japan in this period. They have fully com
plied with the surrender terms. They hav~ 
cooperated fully in carrying out the purposes 
of the occupation. 

The result has been a remarkable and un
precedented period of progress in Japanese 
history. Japan today is a very different coun
try from what it was 6 years ago. 

The old militarism has been swept away. 
This has been- done not just by occupation 
edict, but by the overwhelming will of the 
Japanese people themselves. 

The secret police anr. the police-state 
methods used by the former government 
have been abolished. 

The new Japanese constitution provides a 
bill of rights for all citizens and establishes 
a government truly representative of the 
people. 

The Japanese people now have universal 
su!Irage, and they are taking a vigorous part 
in their government. In recent local elec
tions, more than 90 percent of those eligible 
have voted. 

Japanese women now vote and take part 
in t h e government and en;joy full democratic 
rights for the first time. 

Free and independent labor unions have 
been established, e.nd farm cooperatives have 
been greatly expanded. 

The monopolies that used to have such a 
stranglehold on the Japanese economy have 
been substantially broken up. 

Remarkable progress has been made in 
land reform. Over 5,000,000 acres of land 
have been purchased from the old landlords 
and sold to working farmers. Today about 
90 percent of all cultivated land belongs to 
those who work on it, as compared with less 
than 50 percent in 1945. This is a great 

. achievement, full of meaning for all Asia. 
SAYS UNITED STATES STILL REMEMBERS PEARL 

HARBOR AND BATAAN 

Through these and other reforms, the 
Japanese people have been developing a sta
ble economy and a democratic society. They 
still have a long way to go, but they are well 
on the road to building a new Japan, dedi
cated to the arts of peace and the well-being 
of the people. 

Because of these accomplishments, it ls 
possible at this time to restore full sover
eignty to the Japanese people. 

This does not mean that the slate has been 
wiped clean. The United States has not for
gotten Pearl Harbor or Bataan, and many of 
the other nations represented here have sim
ilar memories that will not easily be erased. 
The new Japan will not find the world en
. tirely friendly and trusting. It will have to 
keep on working to win the friendship and 
trust of other peoples over the years to come. 

But the foundations for a peaceful future 
have been laid. It is now time to move 
ahead with the restoration of normal rela
tions between Japan and the rest of the 
world. 
· This conference is the result of a year of 
cooperative effort toward that end. 

A year ago this month, at my request, 
Mr. John Foster Dulles began to consult 

other governments about a ~reaty of peace 
with Japan. Mr. Dulles has performed this 
task faithfully and well, guided by the high
est traditions of statesmanship. 

There were, of course, di!Ierences of opin
ion among the nations concerned as to many 
of the matters covered by this treaty. The 
text of the treaty now before us is the prod
uct of long and patient negotiations, among 
many nations, which were undertaken to 
reconcile these di!Ierences. 
DESCRIBES THE TREATY AS ONE THAT WILL WORK 

I think it · is fair to say that it is a good 
treaty. It takes account of the principal 
desires and ultimate interests of all the par
ticipants. It is fair .to both victor and van
quished. 

But more than that, it is a treaty that will 
work. It does not contain the seeds of an
other war. It is a treaty of reconciliation, 
which -looks to the future, not the past. 

The treaty reestablishes Japan as a sov
ereign, independent nation. It provides for 
the restoration -of Japanese trade with other 
nations, and it imposes no restrictions upon 
Japan's access to raw materials. 

The treaty recognizes the principle that 
Japan should make reparations to the coun
tries which suffered from its aggression. But 
it does not saddle the Japanese people with 
a hopeless burden of reparations which 

• would crush their economy in the years to 
come. 

In all these respects, the treaty takes ac
count of the pzaceful advances the Japanese 
people have made in recent years, and seeks 
to establish the conditions for further prog
rei:.s. However, there is one thing we must 
all recognize. There can be no progress un
less the Japanese people arid their neighbors 
in the Pacafic are made secure against the 
threat of aggression. 

At the present time, the Pacific area is 
gravely afi'ected by outright aggression and 
by the threat of further armed attack. One 
of our primary concerns in making peace 
with Japan, therefore, is to make . Japan se
cure agamst aggression and to provide that 
Japan, in its turn, will so conduct itself as 
not to endanger the security of other na
tions. To accomplish this, it is important 
to bring Japan under the principles of the 
United Nations, and within the protection 
of the mutual' obligations of Unlted Nations 
members. 
NOTES JAPAN'S PROMISE NOT TO ENGAGE IN 

AGGRESSION 

The treaty expre.sses Japan's intention to 
apply for member!:hip in tht United Nations. 
The other countries who sign the treaty c~n 
be counted on to work for the admission of 
Japan to membership. But even so, there 
may be delays before Japan can be admitted.. 

Under the treaty, therefore, the Japanese 
people bind themselves to accept immediately 
the basic obligation.s o.f a United Nations 
member-namely, to refrain from aggression, 
to settle disputes peacefully; and to support 
the efforts of the United Nations to maintain 
the peace. At the same time, the other 
nations who sign the treaty specifically rec
ognize that Japan is entitled to the protec
tion of the United Nations 0harter. 

In a sense, these provisions are the heart 
of this treaty. Under them, Japan becomes 
part of the community of nations pledged 
to outlaw aggression and to support a world 
order based on ju.stlce . 

This tying togeth~r of the Japanese peace 
treaty and the United Nations Charter is a 
long step toward building security in the 
Pacific. But more than this is needed. 

In the present world situation, it has been 
necessary to buttress the peaceful principles 
of the United Nations Charter with regional 
arrangements for the common defense 
against aggression. If real security is to he 
attained in the Pacific, the free nations in 
that area must find means to work together. 
for the common defense. 
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The United States recognizes this fact. growing more food and creating new indus-

Our people have suffered from past aggres- tries. Immense opportunities lie ahead if 
sion in the Pacific and are determined that these countries can pursue their national 
this country shall do its part for peace there. destinies in a partnership of peace, free from 
In recent days, we have joined with other the fear of aggression. 
Pacific nations in important mutual secu- Under this peace treaty, we believe Japan 
rity agreements. can and will join in thif! partnership of peace. 
POINTS TO NEW '2REATIES WITH NATIONS OF We look forward to the contribution which 

is the home of a brave and hospitable peo
ple, a fine climate, and fertile soil that yields 
to the husbandman every product of the 
temperate zone. 

Appearing in the current issue of the 
American Legion magazine is a splendid 
article entitled "Our New Frontier · Is 
Dixie." It is as follows: PACIFIC the New Japan, with its rich culture and its 

dedication to peace, can bring to the com-
Last Thursday, the Philippines and the munity of nations. We expect this contri- OUR NEW FRONTIER Is DIXIE 

United States signed a treaty of mutual de- bution to grow over the years, for the sign- (By Howard Stephenson) 
fense. Under this treaty, each country rec- 1ng of a peace treaty is but one part of the (If it's oppor~ mities you're looking for, go 
ognizes that ~n armed attack on the other process of making peace. WhM aggression South, young man. There's a new spirit 
in the Pacific area would be dangerous to its and war have severed relations between na- ·south of the Mason and Dixon's line, hard to 
own peace and safety, and declares that it tions, many ties which bind one nation to explain but creating .vast changes.) 
would act to meet the common danger· the others are cut. Making peace is like T b 

Last Saturday' a Sl·mnar security treaty was o acco Road has been closed for repairs. 
repairing the many strands of an intercon- Th h d h' f ·1 h l' d signed by Australia, New Zealand, and the e s arecropper an is am1 y, w o ive 
tinental cable; each strand must be spliced on black-eyed beans and sow-belly, and sat 

United states. separately and patiently, until the full flow in rocking cl;lairs in front of a rickety shanty. 
These treaties are initial steps toward the of communication has been restored. singing mournful hillbilly songs all the live-

consolidation of peace in the Pacific. There is no other way to bring lasting long day, would be hard to find in Dixie 
It is vital that Japan be included as soon peace than this slow and patient process, today. 

as possible in appropriate security_ arrang~- step by step, of mending and strengthening on industrial missions, traveling from 
ments for keeping peace in the Pacific. This the cables of communication, of understand- Miami to New oreleans, from Houston to 
is necessary for her own protection and the ing between nations. Richmond, from Memphis to Atlanta and 
protection of other countries. In this San Francisco conference, we have Asheville, this reporter has eye-witnessed 

The peace treaty, therefore, recognizes that the opportunity to take one vital step toward. a small part of •a significant economic 
Japan, as a sovereign na~ion, must possess lasting peace. Our specific task here is to revolution. 
the right of self-defense and the right to conclude the treaty of peace with Japan. You could call it evolution instead, but it 
join in defense arrangements with other That will be a .great step toward general has happened with such dramatic swiftness 
countries under the United Nations Charter. peace in the Pacific. and on such a tremendous scale as to take 

The development of regional arrangements SAYS PEACE IN KOREA IS MOST PRESSING ISSUE your breath away. 
for defense in the Pacific will mean that such There are other steps which need to be Natchez, Miss., for example, a symbol of 
Japanese defense forces as may .be created taken. The most important of these is the the Old South asleep in its memories, still 
would be associated with the defense forces restorat!on of peace and security in E:orea. is fragrant with magnolia blossoms. But 
of other nations in the area. Japan's security With Japan returned to its place in the it also has a $20,000,000 rayon mill project, 
would depend exclusively Qn Japanese forces family Of nations, and witc the people Of and two other $3,000,000 factories, all post-
bUt on interrelated security arrangements Korea secure, free, and united, it should be war. You'll find similar fabulous develop-
with other countries. The Japanese contri- possible to find ways to settle other prob- ments right through the South. You'll 
bution by itself would not constitute an lems in the Pacific which now threaten the also find it the land of opportunity for 
offensive threat. But Japanese forces, to- peace. small-business ventures. 
gether with forces of other nations, would The United States has made clear on many Birmingham is throwing down its iron 
provide mutual security against threats to occasions its desire to explore with other glove to challenge Pittsburgh as the Nation's 
the independence of the nations of the Pa-. t t th ti . th steel center. Long a big producer, it is not 

go·:ernmen s a e proper me and in e c--1y building tremendous new capacity, but 
cific, including Japan. proper forum how this ~ight be accom-
EXPLAINS PLAN TO KEEP UNITED STATES TROOPS plished. developing important research and tech-

IN JAPAN There are many well established ways in nological projects. At Knoxville, Tenn., 
t t 11 which next steps can be explored, if there is and .'l.'oodward, Ala., low-grade hematite ore 

At present, of course, Japan is 0 a Y un- is bein put through ew benefi ·at· · t k a genuine desire for peace in all quarters. g n Cl · 10n proc-
armed. In view of the open aggress10n a - But these are not matters which can be esses to produce impressive output of pig-
ing place near Japan the Japanese Govern- iron and Alabama coal feeds the big steel 
ment has requested the United States to en- dealt with in our present conference. We he ;ths Atlanta' teel i dustry al -

have come herP. to take a single step-but a a · s s n so is up ter into a bilateral treaty for Japan's imme- nd o in 'th bi 3 a f 
diate security. Under such a treaty, the step of tha..utmost importance. a a c _mo g wd1 oad r g·za-t~oe r prsoogratmh o 

The treaty now before us offers more than exp nsi n an m e ni 1 n. u ern 
United States would maintain armed forces steel apacit · er a f 2 000 000 to a talk of peace; it offers action for peace. This c Y in e se · 0 • • ns in Japan for the time being as a contribution year is under way 
to international peace and to Japan's defense conference will show, therefore, who seeks This is attractlng auto electrical and 
against attack. to make peace, and who seeks to prevent it; other fabricating plants ~n a huge' scale. 

Security arrangements are essential in a who wishes to put an end to war, and who Last year the South set postwar records with 
world in danger. In the Pacific as in other wishes to continue it. $841,000,000 worth of auto parts, $447,000,000 
parts of the world, social and ecm~omic p~og- We believe this treaty will have the sup- airplanes, and 254,000,000 in ships, all big . 
ress is impossible unless there is a shield port of all those nations that honestly desire users of steel. · 
which protects men from the paralysis of to reduce the tensions which now grip the Impetus to this growth is promised by a 
fear. world. revolutionary underground experiment be-

But our great goal, our major purpose, is I pray that we shall all be united in ing carried on at Gorgas, Ala., whereby coal 
not just to build bigger and stronger shie_lds. taking this step to advance us toward greater is turned into fuel gas without being mined. 
What we want to do is to advance as rapidly harmony and understanding. The pattern of basic world industry could 
as we can, the great constructive tasks of As we approach the peace table, let us be changed by this research, originated by 
human progress. • b~ free of malice and hate, to the end that the Alabama Power Co. and the United 

We in the United States respect and sup- from here on there shall be neither victors States Fureau of Mines. 
f d · d d t nor vanquished among us, but only equals What has brought about the South's new port the many new ree an in epen en 

nations in the Pacific area and Asia. in the partnership of peace. industrial and agricultural revolution? It 
We want to see them grow and prosper. OUR NEW FRONTIER IS DIXIE is rather obvious to point to the hard money 

as equal partners in the community of in- pouring in at the rate of up to a billion a 
dependent nations of both east and west. Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask year, but that does show that American in-
We want to coopera~e with them, to help unanimous consent to address the House dustry has at last moved to develop tJ;lis long
them in their agricultural and in industrial for .1 minute and to revise and extend neglected section. 
development. We wish to see these nations my remarks and include a clipping. The plants they're building are super
attain in dignity and freedom a better life The SPEAKER. Is there objection to modern as a rule, comfortable to work in, 
for their peoples, for that is the road to the request of the gentleman from South air-conditioned, light-controlled, with the 
world peace. finest and most efficient machinery. The 

Carolina? managements are instituting worker-training 
GREAT ECONOMIC CHANGES IN ASIA RECOGNIZED Ther0 was no objection. programs, recreational, hospitalization, and 

These countries have a rich historical and Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Speaker, years pension plans, and all the other social bene-
cultural heritage. Today, their people are ago, Henry W. Grady, a great statesman fits of progressive industry elsewhere. 
experiencing great economic and social from the State of Georgia, speaking in Down south when they say that money 
change. They are stirred by a new zeal for grows on trees they mean it Ten years ago 
progress and independence. Already, we Massachusetts, uttered a prophetic southern new;papers were p;inted on Cana
have seen ·some of the progress that can be . statement when he said: . dian newsprint paper. Now the South pro- · 
m ade-progress in stamping out malaria, in Far to the south, Mr. President, lies the duces enough for its own needs and far be-. 
building schools and training teachers. in ~~chest and faire~t domain of this earth. It ...:ii.. yond. The man primarily responsible was, 
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the late Dr. Charles H. Herty. Werking ma. · demand. Prices were low and you could buy 
makeshift laboraitory in :Savannah .. he dis- : a cit rus grove for aibout the prioe -Of vacant 
covere<l that harmful chemieaAs in. 'Southern land. 
pine were not present in fre$ly felled trees. i Then, aoeording to H. M. Conway, Jr., di
This gave the clue to a giant new industry rector of the Southern Association of Science 
in the forests. '; and Industry, "as a resW.t of experiments 

A committee of citlzens .of 'Talladega. · conducted in' the -early 194-0's, there was de .. 
County, Ala., faced with the problems of con- : veloped the method for canning and market .. 
verting excess war plants, studi ed the pos- , ing the ft'OZen oonoontrate which tastes just 
sibilities in pulp and paper production. A ; as good e.s the jUi'Ce from fresh fruit. The 
new $32,000,000 mill at Coosa Plnes, put into · method was first used in 1946. Public ac
production in 1949, now tums out 300 tons ceptance was instantaneous and production· 
of newsprint daily and provides 2,000 steady skyrocketed to over 25,000,000 gallons an
jobs. Other big paper plants aTe scheduled nually-the equivalent of more oranges than 
for Rome ahd Valdosta in Georgia, Yule,· all Florida grew in 1929." 
Perry, and Jacltsomri.Ue, Fla. . But neither climate nor money from out-

Sawdust chemically treated to make ani- side can explain the Sout h's new spirit. 
mal food, perfume and synthetics :trom old World War II marked the turning-point. 
stumps, wood waste turned into wail-board, Southern Gl's had seen not only most parts 
~sawdust-mulched soil for gard~ng-these of the world, but in particular most other 
are some of the new wonders being developed parts of the United States of America. They 
from s9utherI). forests. Scientists have even were ehanged men, no longer to be satisfied 
discovered a way to make nature work faster with second best. When they came home •. 
in producing turpentine. two ways were open to them-either to move 

The industry, looking to its future, is elsewhtJre, or to make over their homeland. 
planting 6C,000,000 new trees a year. Take one example of a southerner who 

While to southern industry the climate decided to change his world. George McLean 
means little snow, low ' heating .costs, and of Tupelo, Miss., discharged from the Navy . 
fewer absentee workers, to the farmer it in 194.5, resumed bis job as e<litor of the 
means year-round crops, such as the Johnson Daily Journal in his home town. He organ
grass that has .supplanted cotton, and. pro- ized the Rural Community Development 
vides hay and grazing for sleek herds of fine Council, operating in three counties. So far 
cattle, with no drought seasons. about 10,000 persons, in 16 white and 6 

Southern cattle used to be scoffed -at as colored communities, have taken part in an 
bundles of hair, hide, hoofs, and horns, but extensive local development that has raised, 
not so today. There are 30,000,000 of them, and some say doubled, living standards. 
as compared to 18,000,090 20 years ago, and No help was asked from Washington, thank 
while they've fi.-Ourished, mechanized farm- you just the same. Local businessmen con
ing has pushed half the southern mules off tribute $30,000 a year. A wholesale gr9c~r · 
the map. gives $500, .a furniture dealer the same, and 

Bovine population figures don't begin to so on. In 1 year 2,139 white families re
tell the story of the improvement in south- ported they h ad made improvements, such 
ern beef cattle. This bas been due to th~ee as 'terracing fields, painting houses, buying 
major factors: Eradication of the cattle breeded cattle, using artificial insemination 
tick, t:eneing of the land, and better .quality for better livestock, etc. 
of herds. Florida, for example, ts import ing Pastures are. seeded in dallas grass, crim
some 2,500 good bulls a -year and now has son clover, and lespedeza. These are cover 
over 1,000,000 beef cattle, with almost 600 crops, in contrast with the furrow crops 
registered herds, making that .State the which for over a century denuded southern 
leader in the industry in the 'Southeast, and soil and permitted erosion to -rob it perma
twelfth in the Nation. It brings in more nently of the food which plants need to live. 
than $30,000,000 a year. ~ ... Timber is cut selectively, to preserve wood-

A cow that can sweat like a horse is the lands. Farm homes are equipped with such 
heroine of Dixie's new dairy industry which • things as water heaters and home freezer 
bids fair to swing A~erica's .milk pall from units. Now delegatlon.s a-re being sent from 
the northern rim of States to the deep South. an over the map, as far away as Michigan 
Crossbreeding of Brahma bulls from India and Cuba, to study the plan. 
with Guernseys and other standard strains In North Carolina young blood in the post
results in a new kind of bossy, who moos war legislature brought about what is now 
like an-y other cow, gives generously -Of .a called the schoolhouse revolution, a building 
rich butterfat-content milk, .and doesn't program to the tune of ~50,000,000 1n State 
droop ln hot weather because she daintily funds, to which local communities have 
perspires, which ordinary cows can't do. added $75,000,000 of their own, in 1 year. 

Last year one dairy outfit alone bought Much obliged, Uncle, but these folks provide 
1,000,000 gallons of milk a week from south- their own welfare state, and· pay direct 
ern farmers, from Florida to Louisiana, with taxes, so they won_'t need Federal fUnds to 
no let-up in July and August, when most educate the 300,000 children who'll have 
cows go on vacation. Demand for the air- 10,000 new classrooms. Colored children, 
conditioned milk cows is so stron,g that papa though segregated. get the same kind of 
Brahma can't travel fast enough to accept buildings as white, and colored teachers aver
all the invitations tendered to him. So age even higher pay. 
artificial insemination is prevalent thro~h Southern cities are impressive to the visi
the South; and the calf birth rate is beating tor familiar with their appearance 10 years 
all records. or so ago. Main Street has b ad its face lift-

Now southern scientists are developing a ed, with new modern store fronts of porce-
frozen milk concentrate that you can keep lain enamel, glass, and plastics. Substantial 
in the refrigerator like cans of frozen orange steel, timber, and concrete frame buildings 
juice. If it works out, southern dairymen . have replaced picturesque but tumbledown 
whoop, they'll take the national market !like . old structures. But it's in the countryside 
Lee took John Brown. · · . and in the small towns th.at the contrast 

Meanwhile, milk consumption has soared . shows most vividly. 
throughout the South, which means health- There you see crews at work tearing down 
1er bahies, and there's a rump .roast on the · fences that used to hem in the tiny one
table for Sunday dinner in homes where family patches of land where impoverished 
beef had never even been tasted. sharecroppers lived in huts and hovels, bare-

1 Speaking of orange juice, the way Flor- . •ly raising enough to feed their children. 
1da's citrus-fruit industry hit the jackpot .The shacks, many not fit for hum.ans are 
1s a classic of American enterprise in .scien- ·, likewise being demolished. This land is 
tific research. Only a few years ago nor- · needed for ·cattle raising and diversj.fied sci- · 
mal annu~l production of oranges exceeded i. entific farming. · 

Some of the men wbo used to live here 
work with the reconstruction crews. Others 
stay on the 'I.and, no 'longer on a starving 
"share" basts, but at respectable wages. 
Thousands of tenant farmers have moved 
into modern, prefabricated bomes built 
mostly in small towns which have one or two 
industlies. 

This is the real, down-deep evidence of 
what is happening in Dixie. It's easier t o un
derstand than teble.s of .stat istics, though 
every village has its chamber of eommeroe 
or i;;imilar business-prom-0tion agen cy, and 
the men who run those organizat ions 'Will 
rattle off figures till you're dizzy. 

The thing that hits you hardest, walking 
around the -courthouse square of a typical 
southern town, is that the town itself seems 
to have come alive. Drop into the hardware 
st ore, for instance, on a Saturday morning. 
Iy.> as brisk as a New York City bargain base
ment. Clerks don't slouch. Merchandise is 
arranged in open-display counters. One sec
tion of floor .space is devoted to refrlgerators, 
milk separators, kitchen ranges, and other 
gas and electric appllances. A home econo
mist is demonE;trating . ta a group of house
wives an improved method of canning. 

Out back, the old· jumble of discarded junk 
and trash has 'been cleaned out. A factory 
representative 1s showing a dozen men and 
big boys in overalls how to use a small weld
ing unit for machinery repairs. 

'.f'his hardware store is a school, though 
ne1ther teachers nor pupils think of it that 
way. 'The ~x-share cropper and his wife are 
learning how to do thinge: in· a new way. 
!:l.cid-entally, the store J:ias a dozen clerks 
instead of two or three. The new ones are 
recruited fyom farm families, trained on the 
job, and paid livable wages. 

While you hear much about j obs in indus
try, of which there are hundreds -ava1lable, it 
takes a personal visit to realize that some of 
the biggest oppartunlties in southern towru 
and cities are in retail and service businesses. 

The three spick-and-span barber shops on 
the Court House Square are busy, just from 
the plain fact that menfolks don't cut their 
own hair any more. Sounds trivial , perhaps, 
but it means Jobs. Just a.s important, it in
dicates a new self-respect, a new feeling Gf 
human dignity. 

Wo!rul!ll who had never entered a ooauty 
shop .in their lives become regular patrons, 
especially younger women. .Many hold fac
tory Jobs, mingle with well-dressed folk at 
work, church, Legion dances, and social af
fairs. They w.ant to belong. 

They're not rich by any means, in fact the 
average worker and his wife have to watch 
the pennies pretty closely. Infiation is no 
more a sti;anger in the Sout h than anywhere 
else in the United States. But just a decent, 
respectable mode of life is now possible oo 
countless families who used to be referred 
to as "marginal." 

What about those who stay£d on the land? 
The South's farm income, for one thing, in
creased _26 petc.ent in the past year alone. 
Ji'.arm workers got a share of th.at. A prac
tical test of the prosperity of an a gricul
tural area is the use of electricity. In North 
Carolina today only 2 farms in 10 are with
out electric power and in Georgia only 1 
in 20. These electrified farms are wh at keeps 
the small towns so busy. 

The typical southern town needs carpen
ters, brick masons, plumbers, p.laste1·ers, and 
other building tradesmen, too. Young pro
fessional men, such as lawyers, accountants, 
pharmacists, hotel m an agers, and engin eers 
aren't finding it necessary to move to some 
big city for a profitable career. Fo.r example, 
70 percent of recent Georgia Tech graduates 
are remaining in the South, and over half in 
the State. 
· And doctors, dent ists, and nurses? There 
,the picture isn't so bright, except from the 
standpoint of employment oppor tun:Lt:c::; . 

\..The South has b'een depleted of much nc:::::d 
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medical care by the demands of military 
service. In some rural communities in 
Georgia, Alabama, and Mississippi there is 
not one single medical man available near 
enough for emergency calls . . Civic leaders of 
the South are hopeful of getti~g medical 
care on a par with the rest of America, but 
they're still far from the goal. One good 
sign is the 43 new hospitals included in 
North Carolina's building program, but other 
States desperately need similar projects. . 

The South has four main natural divisions, 
the coastal lands, the Piedmont plateau, the 
mountains and the Black Belt where cotton 
formerly was king. They call the Black Belt 
the middle South nowadays, and a com
bined promotional campaign carried on by 
Louisiana, Mississippi, and Arkansas inter
ests has had tremendous national impact. 
Oil and natural gas, together with rich tim
berlands and the fast-moving, meat-packing 
industry, are being developed. 

It is in this region that the process for 
squeezing natural gas to yield gasoline and 
other liquids valuable in industry has made 
great strides in the past 5 years. There's 
lots of gas available, about 30,000,Q00,000,000 
cubic feet Of it. Over 350 communities in 
the 3 States are connected by a network of 
pipelines for home and industrial gas uses. 
Oil and chemical industries are building 
huge plants, tapping and transforming part 
of the 2,500,000,000 barrels of "black gold" 
reserves into useful products. 

Alabama, with its important steel indus
try centering in Birmingham, is expanding 
into chemical and pulpwood industries. 
Stretching eastward from Birmingham to 
Virginia and the Carolinas, the rich Pied
mont section is dotted with towns and vil
lages where small factories, employing from 
50 to a few hundred persons, are proving 
that there is room in the South for resource
ful enterprise. 

Gainesville, Ga., is the home of an industry 
of this type. It's the poultry center of the 
South, with an output of around $60,000,000 
a year. A prime mover in Gainesville's pros
perity is Jesse D. Jewel, who turned a failing 
chickenfeed business into a "chicken dinner" 
factory and made a fortune. Chickens leave 
the Jewel plant in attractive boxes, ready to 
cook. 
· Another resourceful Georgian is Ed Ste

vens, who put his town of 3,800, Dawson, on 
the map. Stevens' claim to fame is the de

. velopment 'of a better way to make peanut 
- butter stick together. He went about it 

scientifically, by hiring the Southern Re-
search Institute of Birmingham to experi
ment on the problem. Two years later they 
had the answer, and today Stevens' assembly 
line delivers two jars of homogenized peanut 
butter per second. He's the world's largest 
producer of the "goober goo"-and considers 
Dawson, Ga., the finest spot on earth. As it 
happens, Dawson is the home town of Amer
ican Legion National Commander Erle Cocke, 
Jr., himself ·an important figure in the Geor
gia industrial upsurge. 

With $1,000 cash and faith in an idea, ,Wil
liam Wilkerson, of Atlanta, gave still another 
demonstration of Dixie ingenuity. He was 
told by a cobbler that the shoe business 
needed a machine that would drive nails au- · 
tomatically. Not being an inventor himself, 
Wilkerson hunted up a machinist friend, J. L. 
Moore, and worked with him through one 
failure after another. What they didn't know 
was that the shoe industry's best researchers 
had been beating their brains on the same · 
problem for years. Not being aware of the 
impossibility of the idea, the two men toiled 
for nearly 2 years-then they had it. They , 
later applied the same principle to a furni- , 
ture and toy nailer, thus opening a much 
enlarged national market. 

All over the Southland, men like Wilker
son, Stevens and Jewel are applying the prin
ciples of courage and resourcefulness to small , 

-- - -. 1 

ousmess enterprises. Their total volume· may 
not stack up with the billion-dollar concerns, 
but there are a lot of them and they have 
found in the South financial independen9e, a 
new spirit of encouragement-and oh, yes, 
that climate! · 

ORDER OF BUSINESS FOR TOMORROW 

; Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the reque~t of the gentleman from 
'.Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, at the re

quest of the majority leader may I say 
that the first order of business on the 
·program for tomorrow will be consider
ation of House Resolution 414. That is 
the Latham resolution as amended and 
relates to a further study of tax over- . 

· 1apping by the House Committee on 
:Ways and Means. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 

Mr. LANHAM (at the request of Mr. 
.PRIEST) was given permission to address 
,the House for 20 minutes on to-morrow, 
,following the legislative program and 
any special orders heretofore entered. 

SPECIAL ORDER 

The SPEAKER. Under previous order 
of the House, the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. HARRISON] is recognized for 
45 minutes. 

(Mr. HARRISON of Virginia asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex
tend his remarks and include extra
neous matter.) 
FRAUD AND WASTE iN PUBLIC WELFARE 

PROGRAMS 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, if the taxpayers want to know 
one of the reasons it is necessary to in
·crease their income and withholding· 
taxes they should take a look at the in
efficiency, the waste, and the fraud in 
the public-welfare program. · 

In speaking of public welfare and re
lief, I do not refer to payments made 
under the old-age or unemployment in
surance. I have reference only to di
rect payments for which the recipient 
has made no contributions whatever; 
direct payments under the aid .for de
pendent children program, aid to the 
blind, the old-age assistance program 
and general relief. 

Every good citizen wants to pay his 
share for aid to the destitute who are 
·unable to work for their own support. 
But today large sums are being paid to 
shameless cheats and for extravagant, 

:inefficient, and socialistic administration. 

the other half through h .is local and 
State government. 

During the fiscal year 1939-40, before 
the wartime boom, relief for those items 
which I have mentioned under the head
'ing of relief and public welfare cost 
'about $1,000,000,000. In the current fis
cal year, relief will cost about $3,000,-
000,000. 

In 1939-40 . the Federal Government 
contributed to the support of 2,006,000 
persons, but in these times of labor 
'shortages and high demand for work, 
;the number of alleged destitute receiving 
Government checks in 1950 was 2,809,-
000, an increase of over 40 percent. 

In 1939-40, the old-age insurance pro
gram was in its infancy arld as a result 

' not many old people were entitled to 
' t!~e benefits of that law. 

Hence, it would be reasonable to as
. sume that after 10 additional years un
' der old-age insurance the cost of direct 
: aid to the destitute aged would be de.:. 
creased. On the contrary, the cost of 
old-age assistance increased from $475,-
000,000 in 1939-40 to $1,485,000,000 in 
194·9-50. During the same period the 
cost of aid to dependent children went 
up from $130,000,000 to $556,000,000. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
to the eentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. CAMP. Is it not a fact that. the 
amount of contributions by the Federal 
Government both to the recipients of 
old-age assistance benefits and the aid 
to dependent children has been raised by 
this Congress almost twofold? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. It has 
been raised, but just exactly how much 
I do not know. 

Mr. CAMP. Would not that account 
for the increase in the amounts paid to 
the recipients? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. No. It 
has been raised from $130,000,000 to 
$556,000,000. 

Mr. CAMP. I contend that we have 
just been reaching the dependents, the 
children, in the last 6 years. 

The amount the country is paying has 
increased and those increases are largely 
due to the fact that the Congress has 
raised the amounts .. There are now sev
eral States paying the maximum of $75 
per month for old-age assistance. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. The 
gentleman will recall that I just stated 
that the number on relief has gone up 
in that period from 2,066,000 to 2,809,000, 

·after 15 years operation of the old-age 
insurance program, under which many 
millions of persons have been able to 

· come under that insurance program who 
were not there in the period 1939-40. 

:goes to cheats, encourages them to avoid , It seems to me those figures answer the 
. work and you're not even allowed to know · gentleman's contention that the in-
; who they !ire. creased cost comes as a result of in-

Money deducted from your pay checks

. Says the Saturday Evening Post-

Let no one say that criticism of these creased appropriations. 
conditions is an attack upon the unfor- · Mr. CAMP. I think upon examination 
tunate destitute. Money. paid to chislers l the gentleman will find that in the be
not only is money. stolen from the man 1 ginning of the prog'ram many of the 
who by honest toil pays the taxes, it is 1 States had not entered the public-as
also money stolen from those actually in i sistance program and were then paying 
need. · : small amounts, and to a very small per-

'l'he taxpayer pays about half this bill ! centage of those who normally might be 
.through the Federal Government an~- ~~itled to receive it. 
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' Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. For that 
reason I did not select :figures at the be
ginning of the program, I selected :fig
ures in 1940, after the program had been 
in operation some years. I readily agree 
with the gentleman that it is costing 
more today. 

Mr. CAMP. The increase is not be
cause people are on the rolls who are not 
entitled to be there, it is because the 
program is based on need. If there are 
people on the rolls who are not entitled 
to be there, the cheats and chiselers of 
whom the gentleman spoke, it is the fault 
of the local authorities who placed them 
there. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. It is the 
fault of the laws of this Congress that 
leave the names of the chiselers and 
cheats under secrecy and concealment. 

Mr. HAILECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. I want to commend 
the gentleman on bringing this matter 
to the attention of the House of Repre
sentatives. I do not know whether or 
not it is generally known, but my State 
of Indiana in the last session of the leg
islature undertook to deal with this 
problem, and particularly with that 
phase of it which has to do with the se
crecy involved in the disclosure, or 
rather, regulations against the disclosure 
of the names of recipients. I will com
ment on that a little later if the gentle
man will permit me, further on in his 
speech. However, at this point, and 
apropos of what he has said and apro
pos of the apparent challenge issued by 
the gentleman from Georgia that all of. 
the increases in the rolls in the amount. 
over all expended, ref erred to by the gen
tleman from Virginia, can be found in 
the action of the Congress increasing the 
amounts, let me say that the action of 
the Legislature of the State of Indiana in 
the direction of making a very limited 
and restricted disclosure has in many 
counties in our State already resulted in 
substantial reductions in the amounts 
paid under the operations of-the act. I 
mention that fact because it would seem 
to bear out what the gentleman from 
Virginia is talking about. 
!' Mr. HARRISON o:f Virginia. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. STEED. May I call the gentle
man's attention to the fact that testi
mony before the Committee on Appro- · 
priations by people in the Federal Secu
rity Agency shows that, in 1941, 600',000 
children were subject to ADC help, and 
this year they have testified that the list 
has grown to 1,600,000 children, which, 
of course, is an increase of more than 
three times in 10 years. That accounts. 
for most of the increase in the amount 
of money appropriated. 

Mr. HARRISON 'of Virginia. I think 
that is correct. I thank the gentleman~ 

The gentleman from Georgia has said 
t-1.'?.'.3.~ if there was fraud and corruption, 
t~ C1:.<r~·i1~ to be exposed. Let us take a 

look at official investigations made in 
some of the States. 

rn the State of Michigan, there were 
19 official investigations of relief scan
dals within a 2-year period. Officials 
who headed these inquires said that 35 
percent of relief recipients were cheaters 
and that there were administrative fail
ures in 87 percent of the cases. In 
March 1949, 245,000 persons, approxi
mately 4 percent of the entire popula
tion of the State, were drawing relief 
money. One welfare worker resigned 
in disgust because he said 50 percent of 
the recipients were cheating. 

Seven "career" welfare cases in De
troit have cost taxpayers $230,000. 

During a period when he was arrested 
17 times and convicted 8 times, one man 
received $70,000 for relief for himself 
and family. That is right, $70,000. 

I became much interested in follow
ing the career of a woman who, without 
physical disability or dependent chil
dren, at the age of 42, had drawn $50,-
000 in relief money. As a side line, she 
was engaged in the policy numbers 
racket. The official records show that 
welfare case workers knew of this ac
tivity and protected her from police de-
tection. · 

Public welfare officials bought shoes 
for her with public money at $16 a pair. 
Her relief checks were delivered to her 
in publicly owned cars at her hotel 
where she was maintained by the tax
payers . . She bought and sold real estate, 
and at one time the taxpayers paid her 
rent, for permitting her to live in her 
own quarters. She took expensive va
cations, and, on one occasion, the wel
fare department paid her way home to 
Detroit from Los Angeles, Calif. 

The lady owned four evening gowns 
and two fur coats. About fur coats the 
Detroit public welfare commissioner · 
said: 

Sure we know women wearing mink coats 
are getting free medical attention • • •. 
So what? Maybe somebody gave them these 
coats. Besides they've got to wear some kincf 
of coats and what di:fierence does it make 
what kind they wear. 

Under the Federal statute requiring 
secrecy the lady's name has never been 
published. 

About her case, the commissioner of 
public welfare of Detroit explains: 

She created so much disturbance that she 
got what she wanted anyway. 

A snake-loving fortune teller in a De
troit saloon drew relief for 3 years as 
a supplement to the $9 a day paid her 
for 4 hours appearance in the saloon. 

A number of persons drawing relief 
had outside incomes in excess of $400 
a month. Some had high-paying jobs 
including positions as dance promoters, 
bartenders, and interior decorators. 
Free hospital bills were paid for one 
who had $28,000 in the bank. Another 
with an income of $508 a month drew 
~140 a month from the taxpayers. A 
33-year-old divor~ee. who earned $45 
a week as a beautician, in addition 
to receiving $50 a month alimony, was 
kept on the public dole for 7 years. At 
the end of that time she said she had 

made so much money. she was going into 
business for herself. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I understand 

that some of the facts that the gentle
man is relating as to what occurred in 
the State of Michigan have been pub
lished twice in the Saturday Evening 
Post; is that correct? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. There 
has been an article in the Saturday Eve
ning Post about conditions in Michigan; 
yes, but I have not read it. 
· Mr. DA VIS of Georgia. I understand 
also that the State of Michigan, part 
of the time these events were occurring, 
had a Democratic governor, and part of 
the time it had a Republican governor, 
but that during all of the period of time 
that this was happening, both branches 
of the State government were Republi
can. Does the gentleman know about 
that? . 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I am 
not informed on that. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. I want to com
pliment the gentleman for rendering a 
great public service in bringing this 
matter to the attention of the House of 
Representatives. If the gentleman will 
permit me, I would like to say further 
that this is a matter which has given 
great concern to the people of my home 
State of Georgia. I call attention to the 
fact that the General Assembly of the 
State of Georgia in session this year on 
the 7th day of February, adopted a reso
lution calling attention to the fact that 
this inordinate secrecy has proved to be 
a hindrance to the proper and just ad
ministration of the social security laws., 
and it adopted a resolution calling for 
the repeal of this secrecy provision. 

Also, the Fulton County Grand Jurors 
Association in Atlanta in Fulton County, 
Ga., which is a continuing body of mem
bers who formerly served on the grand 
jury of that county adopted a resolu
tion calling for modification of this se
crecy provision. The Atlanta Constitu
t ion on June 14 of this year had an edi
torial strongly calling for the opening 
up of welfare rolis for inspection to pre
vent just the thing that the gentleman 
has been calling to our attention. Also,· 
the Fulton County grand jurors, sepa
rate and apart from. the Fulton County 
Grand Jurors Association, at the May
June term this year, 1951, adopted a res
olution in which they say among other 
things: 

We notice with pleasure that there is leg
islation pending in the National Congress 
which, if enacted into law, would permit 
States to pass legislation defining conditions 
under which relief rolls might be made pub
Iic to grand juries, agenJies of the Govern
ment and other properly interested parties 
without penalty from the national Govern
ment. 

And they adopted a resolution calling 
for modification of the law. 

I should like also to call attention to 
the fact that the De Kalb County grand 
jury-which is my home county-last 
year, 1950, adopted resolutions bearing 
upon this subject; and again in January 
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1951, they adopted resolutions bearing 
on this subject and calling attention to 
the very things wl:~ch the gentleman is 
talking about here today. 

With the gentleman's permission, I 
shall later ask unanimous consent to in
sert these documents in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of his speech. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I should 
be glad to have the gentleman do so. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield briefly at that point? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. I am glad the gentle

man from Georgia [Mr .. DAVIS] has 
pointed out the fact that many of these 
things have gone on under Democratic 
and Republican administrations. I com
mend him for that observation, because 
it evidences a fact which should be ob
vious to all of us, which is that this prob
lem is not a political one but rather one · 
of over-all protection of the national in
terest. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I thor
oughly agree with the gentleman. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia . . I yield 
·briefly. 

Mr. CAMP. I am afraid that possibly , 
the gentleman may feel that I chal
lenged him on this proposition perhaps 
from the tone of my question, but I be
lieve that it is absolutely necessary that 
these rolls be inspected, and I favor the 
grand jury's doing it and the prosecuting 
attorney's doing it. I · think the law 
should be amended to permit that. That 
was what I was leading up to a moment 
ago. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I must 
confess that in my judgment I am 
afraid that is not adequate to meet the 
problem. 

One man on relief had a $4,000 boat. 
When a case worker suggested that this 
particular individual be dropped from 
public assistance, he said his supervisor 
told him: 

The trouble with you is thP.t you are frus
trated. You don't own a speedboat, and 
your frustration proves itself by your jeal
ousy of this man who does. He has been 
accustomed to operating his boat and should 
be allowed to continue. 

Many recipients of relief drove· big, 
late-modeled automobiles. One of them 
was a woman with a $3,000 Lincoln, and 
a televison set given her by her para
mour. The public-welfare worker who 
investigated the Lincoln made an official 
notation about it as follows: 

She said it was very difficult for her to 
. get around the city on streetcars with small 
children. We shared these feelings with her. 

To another lady, the taxpayers gave 
$25 a week for 3 years for the employ
ment of a maid. This item was carried 
on the books of the welfare department 
as an allowance for "business expense." 

The assistant manager of the welfare 
office explained it this way: 

That really shouldn't be called business 
expense. The $50 every 2 wee):ts pays for a 
maid who does all the cooking, washing, 
ironing, and house cleaning. 

After these facts were brought to light 
the maid lost her job. But the public-

welfare department took care of that. 
They put her on relief. 

. This same family conducted a radio
repair shop. Unfortunately, the busi
ness was unprofitable, so the public
welfare department for 3 years made up 
the losses with taxpayers' money. The 
president of the welfare commission 
said he heartily endorsed the principle 
of subsidizing businesses with welfare 
funds. 

Another Detroit lady could not work 
because of high blood pressure. But 
with what a witness described as "a roll 
of greenbacks that would choke the pro.
verbial horse," she frequently .. attended · 
and bet on the horse races. At the races 
she was joined by a welfare worker. It 
was reported that when the horses came 
down the stretch the woman let her 
blood pressure soar and joined in the 
clamor. 

Giving a fictitious name and address, 
a newspaper reporter applied for 'hos
pital treatment at public expense. No 
investigation was made as to either his 
name or his address, nor was he asked 
even as to his ability to pay. He was 
treated, along with some 50 others, 
many of whom drove up in ta:x:icabs or 
their own automobiles~ He claimed- his 
feet were sore and received free X-rays, 
not only of his feet, but, over his protest·, 
of the rest of his anatomy. The X-rays 
revealed that there was nothing wrong 
with him. Nevertheless, he was still 
given free treatment and free medicine 
and told to report in the future for more. 

The reforms farced after these revela
tions have saved $5,000,000 in the cost 
of relief in Michigan but the attitude of 
the public welfare officials in that State 
has not changed. At an enthusiastic 
meeting, public welfare workers were 
told to ignore the findings of the inves
tigations. "Food," claimed one lady, 
"is almost as much of a social aid as it 
is used f.or ·survival. Thus, having the 
means to. serve tea or cake is important 
for the welfare client. 

"Clothing must be of a quality and 
style which Will make the client socially 
acceptable. 

"There must be money for recreational 
needs" and "to save for a rainy day." 

In the opinion of those responsible for 
· the investigation in Michigan, the root 

of these evils is the Federal law requiring 
secrecy. The public investigations in 
Michigan came after exposures made by 
Fred Tew of the Detroit Free Press, who, 
as a result of years of relentless inquiry 
and constant prodding is completely fa
miliar with the operation of the public 
welfare program in Michigan . 

With reference to the secrecy provi
sions of the Federal Law, Mr. Tew has 
written me as follows: 

A reading of the stories will prove con
clusively, I believe, that social workers and 
welfare administrators have used the con
fidentiality of the records as a shield for 
their own malpractice. * · * * 

Never once in the 3 years of Detroit wel
fare probes have social workers been able 
to bring forth a single recipient who has 
been rehabilitated as a result of social work 
techniques. Instead, there have been nu
merous instances in which the Free Press has 
been able to show how coddling by social 
workers has ruined the characters of many 

persons to such an extent that they are 
content to live off the taxpayers' labors. I 
submit, very seriously, that this ever-increas
ing number of dependents is endangering 
democracy. * * * 

The Free Press has maintained that wel
fare rec0,rds are public property by virtue 
of the fact the records are compiled by public 
s~rvants who spend pubUc funds in giving 
aid to persons supposedly in need. The Free 
Press has not been granted permission to 
study the records directly, but, as you will 
learn from the clippings, was able to obtain, 
by various methods, some of these public 
reeords. -

Repeated editorials in the Free Press 
,have , concu:rr.ed.. in. the conclusion. that 
the repeal of the secrecy provision is 
essenUal if we wish to end the stealing 
of public money in the relief program. 

In Illinois an investigation made by 
a citiLiens committee on the demand of 
the Chicago Daily News has revealed 
similar conditions. 

In January 1951 it was shown that 
1 out of 15 cases on the Illinois relief 
roll was a definite fraud. In some areas 
60 percent of those receiving aid were 
ineligible. The cost of the relief pro
gram in Illinois is $125,000,000 a year, 
and the grand total since the program 
started a number of years ago exceeds 
$2,000,000,000. 

Chiseling and fraud were shown to 
exist in Illinois though the investigation 
revealed that the Illinois Public Welfare 
Commission had endeavored as best it 
co:ild to curb and expose dishonesty. 
The investigation established that se
crecy required by Federal and State law 
was responsible for conditions. The 
,State of Illinois has since repealed its 
secrecy provisions. 

In a study of 165 suspect cases where 
women claimed public support for their 
children on the ground that the father 
was missing the investigation revealed 
that the "missing father" was found in 
over 90 percent of the cases and that of 
these 40 percent were fathers of illegiti
mate childr.en. The taxpayers!· bill in 
Illinois for missing fathers is $1,435,000 
a month. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, wm 
the gentleman yield? 
. Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman re
ferred to the action of the State of Illi
nois in respect to the secrecy provisions. 
I may point out that the Legislature of 
Illinois hinged that law upon repeal or 
change in the secrecy provisions of the 
Federal law. 

If the gentleman will permit at this 
time, I wonder if it might not be help
ful, in connection with the very enlight- · 
ening statement that he is making, for 
me to make some comment, in view of 
his reference to Illinois, to our present 
situation in Indiana. 

First of all, it should be pointed out in 
connection with the opening of this 
matter that the amendment referred to 
as the so-called secrecy clause was 
adopted in 1939 in these words: 

That the State plans must, effective July 
1, 1941, provide safeguards which restrict the 
use of disclosure of the information concern
ing applicants and recipients to purposes 
directly connected with the administration 
of old-age assistance. 
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Let me say at this point that I made a Is not that complete protection against 

speech for the Social Security Act in 1935 misuse of the information for political 
and voted for it, so no one can challenge or commercial purposes? Yet Mr. 
my solicitude for the fine elderly people Ewing argued around it. He said it was 
of this country who are deserving of old- no safeguard. Is it not a safeguard that 
age assistance. As frequently happens, a man may be put in jail for doing some
we have reports in connection with legis- thing that the Congress says they did 
lation that indicate what the Congress not want done by reason of the language 
intended. · they wrote? 

Here is another classic illustration of I say that wholly apart from the point · 
administrative decision that has nothing upon which the gentleman has already 
to do with legislative intent becam:3, in touched are two great major problems: 
the report filed, the committee said this: F irst, what is the right of the States of 

In respect to provisions for administration this Union? Have they any rights left? 
(2), provision is made to restrict the use o.f They are putting in a big part of this 
information concerning recipients of old-age money. · 
assistance (particularly their names and ad- Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. They 
dresses) to purposes directly connected with are putting in half of it. 
the administration of old-age assistance. Mr. HALLECK. They are putting in 
This is designed to prevent the use of such 
information for political and commercial half of it, and the part the Federal Gov
purposes. ernment is putting in, in aid, first comes 

from the gentleman's State and my 
If the gentleman will permit, notice state, as well as the other States. 

the study of the debates of 1935, under secondly, are we to sit by and let a 
which this act was created, I may say to . bureaucratic ruling, which I say is er
the gentleman from North Carolina, who roneous, deprive your state or my State 
took a leading part in those debates. of the money to which it is justly 
This study emphasized time and again entitled? 
that the administration of these pro- It is my understanding that the Com
grams was primarily a State responsi- mitee on Ways and Means is going to 
bility, that the States had the primary give consideration to a measure similar 
responsibility for determining the pro.- to the one introduced by the gentleman 
gram and administering it, and it . was from Virginia, either one introduced by 
said that the principal participation of Mr. BROWNSON from my State, or one 
the Federal Government was to be in the introduced by the gentleman from New 
grant-in-aid. York [Mr. REED]. I hope this will be 

Under that language, the State of In- done in the very near future; so that we 
t'.iiana, my State, as have other States, can go into this matter. Whatever may 
decided that they ought to do something have been the motives of the Congress 
to bring about a more effective and more in 1938, I think it is high time that we 
emcient administration of these various recognize the situation as it exists today 
programs, so my State enacted this leg- and move to make it possible for the 
islation. I want it to be measured in the states to meet the responsibilities that 
light of Mr. Ewing's ruling, which under..: were originally imposed upon them in 
takes to take away from my State the adoption of this legis~ation. 
$22,000,000 to which we are entitled. I Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, will 
am afraid if we are to recover it we are the gentleman yield? 
going to have to get our relief here in the Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
Congress of the United Stat.es. to tl:e gentleman from Illinois. 

This is what our law said, and I chal- Mr. SPRING!:!iR. Since my State of 
lenge anyone, Mr. Ewing notwithstand- Illinois has been discussed, I should like 
ing, to say that it is in contravention of to point out a similar experience I had 
the Federal law: last December when I went up to the 

The county welfare board of each county county court of Cook County to sit dur
shall on or before the 30th day of each Jan- ing a period of 2 weeks. 
uary, April, July, and October, file with the I do not believe any of us are of a mind 
county auditor, each member of the county to deprive anybody who is legitimately · 
council, prosecuting attorney, and all town- entitled to old-age assistance, or mothers 
ship trustees of such county a complete re- Who have dependent children, or people 
port showing the names and addresses of all t 
recipients receiving (welfare) payments to- who are entitled to unemploymen com-
gether with the amounts paid to each during pensation. However, in just 1 day 
the preceding quarter. while I sat in that court there were 31 

The reports so filed with the county auditor people brought in for violation of this 
shall be securely bound by him in a separate law, 31 people in one county. 
record book provided fDr that purpose • • • I understand from talking to many of 
and shall be declared to be public records and the other down-State judges wjlo sat in 
shall be open to public inspection at all ·- Cook County, which is Chicago,' i!lat they 
times during the regular office hours. had had that many on many other days. · 
· Then this is added: At that time I questioned the assistant 
It shall be unlawful for any person, body, ,. 

association, firm, corporation, or other agency , 
to solicit, disclose~ receive, make use of, or to ·. 
acquiesce in the use of, any lists 'or names · 
for commercial or political purposes of any · 
nature, or for any purpose not directly con- · 
nected with the administration o:l'. public· 
assistance. 

Violation of the law carries a penalty 
of $25 to $1,000, to which may be added 
jail terms not exceeding 60 days. 

State's attorney of Cook County and 
some of these people who have been 
.prosecuting these cases as to why more 
·vigorous action was not taken. In many 
'of them return of the money was sum
. cient and nothing was done. There were 
'no prosecutions entered. 
, I found the set-up to be that in many 
cases of compensation the people came · 
in, 400, 500, or 600 a day, and they had 
three of four tables. The people lined 

up and they went down the line. The 
interrogator asked them if they had been 
unemployed last week. You pulled a 
card out and you siened it. There was 
no interrogation about the facts or what 
the circumstances were back of whether 
or not that man had been empioyed, 
what he had been doing during the in
te:rvening time, or whether he had made 
any attempt to find employment, nor 
was there any attempt made to place 
that man in vacancies that did exist in 
Cook County that could have been sup
plied through the Federal employment 
omce: That is in the second largest 
city in this country. I give you a pic
ture of that because I think it does back 
up what the gentleman has said in a 
different field, but I think it is an 
analogous case. 

·Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Those 
conditions exist in a State where official 
investigations have shown that the pub
lic welfare commission has not done 
anything to cause the situation. Secrecy 
is the basis of it, despite whether it is 
well run or not. Secrecy is the difficulty, 
the means by which fraud is accom
plished. 

Mr. SPRINGER. May I say that Illi
nois has passed such a law as this in the 
last session of the legislature, and they 
have put the escape clause in so that if 
such a law is enacted by the Federal Gov
ernment immediately there will be a 
repeal of the secrecy provisions as far as 
Illinois is concerned. That is the only 
difference between Illinois and Indiana. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. With the 
birth of every illegitimate child in Il
linois, $93.87 is taken from the pockets 
of the taxpayers. 

In some cases, illegitimate children 
carried on the dole as dependent were 
also receiving public aid for ·their own 
illegitimate children. 

The wealthiest suburbs of Chicago are 
clipping the taxpayers for relief to the 
tune of $500,000 a year. One suburban
ite drove up in a Cadillac for free den
tal care. But the names of these well
heeled recipients cannot be made known 
because the Federal law forbids. 

In peculiar contrast to this silk-stock
ing raid on the fund for the destitute, is 
the revelation that the Communists have 
been fishing in the same troubled waters. 
In Cook County, two··thirds of the case 
workers are members of a union ex
pelled by the CIO because of Communist 
domination. These members of the 
United Public Workers vigorously op
posed all fraud investigations and fought 
a case review program set up to keep 
chiselers off the rolls. One supervisor, 
a member of the union, was charged with 
the deliberate use of his public position 
to retard the investigation. 

Two thousand Chicago relief workers 
are political appointees. 

What do the investigators in Illinois 
assign as the reason for dishonesty in 
public welfare in that State? 

The Chicago Daily News which led the 
: fight for an investigation said: 
i The glaring weakness of the law is the re
, quirement of secrecy concerning the bene-
ficiary. • • • 

Repeal of the Federal law and regulations 
requiring secrecy on the part of the State is 
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necessary to prevent relief from overwhelm- the same shocking conditions as in 
ingly the budget even in · times of relative Oklahoma, Michigan, and Illinois. 
prosperity. In one agricultural county in Tennes-

ple who put up this money. It is their own 
money. It should be contrary to sound pub
lic pol~cy to clothe in secrecy the expendi
ture of huge sums in public funds, paid out 
to support citizens. Within 2 years at the present rate of see the officials detled the Federal law 

spending, public welfare in Oklahoma and published· the names of chiselers 
is estimated will cost the taxpayers more on their rolls. Many of them were close Secret and concealed expenditure of 
than $150,000,000. relatives of prosperous citizens. Some public money desecrates a basic prin-

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. of the wealthiest were shown to be will- ciple of democratic government. The 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? ing to shift to the State the burden of principle of government by the people is 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield. caring for the needy in their family, in fundamental conflict with a policy 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is some of whom got that way by trans- · that permits officeholders to levy huge 

nothing. We have one little county in ferring their property. taxes and spend the money in secrecy 
the Fourth Congressional District, St. The most intriguing case in Tennes- and concealment. 
Joseph County, and it amounts to $3,- see . was the squirrel hunter who col- When the framers of our Constitution 
000,000 there. lected $214 a month under the program met in Philadelphia they made it clear 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I would for the aid to the blind. that Congress should have no powers 
not claim that any part of the country The SPEAKER pro tempore. The except those delegated in the Constitu-
could keep up with the gentleman's dis- time of the gentleman has expired. tion itself. 
trict. Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I But ·~here were some powers, the ·ex-

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. When ask unanimous consent that the gen- ercise of which, the founding fathers 
we do things, we do them in a big way tleman may proceed for 10 additional · thought so dangerous to the liberties of 
once we get started. minutes. the people that they were not content 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. In an The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there to simply fail to delegate them and say . 
illuminating article in the September objection to the request of the gentle- no more. As to these powers the fram-
8 issue of t:te Saturday Evening Post, man from North Carolina? ers of our Constitution spelt out positive 
Paul Molley tells about the corruption There ·was no objection. prohibitions against their exercise and 
of the aid for dependent children in Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. The section 9 of article 1 enumerates 10 
the state of Oklahoma. According to gentleman from Indiana made reference things which Congress expressly may 
the Post article, which was reprinted to the contention that repealing these- not do. I 
in the Appendix of the CONGRESSIONAL crecy provisions of the law would sub- The seventh of these positive restric-
RECORD on page A5635, an investiga- ject the persons on the relief rolls to tions upon the power of Congress is ' 
tion conducted by the Tulsa Tribune political coercion. I do not know where that- J 
has uncovered that relief money is Mr. Ewing got that argument. If any- . No money shall be drawn from the Treas
being paid to 8 percent of all the chil- body appeals to them more than he does, ury, but in consequence of appropriations 
dren in the state, some 55,000 of them. I would like to know who it is. I do not made by law; and a regular statement and 

. Much of this is handed over to, and used think anyone is completely exempt from · account of the receipts and expenditures of 
by, lazy and improvident parents, well that. You turn on the radio and listen :i:n~~~l!~mz:.oney shall be published from ' 
able to work for the maintenance of to Democrats and Republicans running 1 

themselves and their children. for office. They always say, "Elect me How can we defend naked disobedience ' 
It was shown that criminals are among and the relief rolls will be bigger." They of this positive constitutional mandate? · 

the men, and prostitutes among the do not put it in exactly those words, but Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
women, being paid under a program set that is what they are saying. gentleman yield at that point? j 
up for dependent children. At the pres- What difference does it make if they Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield.' 
ent time, aid .for dependent children in know the names or not? The man on :~ Mr. HALLECK. I wish to say again, 
Okl h · t' ·$14 326 000 99 f relief knows whether he is on relief, and · if I may, that this matter is a very 
· a oma is cos ing • · · • 0 he dec1'des between the cand1'dates vy1'ng · ·t· 1 · h' h ll b t $4 968 459 · ·d b th en ica one m my State, Indiana. It is · 
w ic • a u ' • is pai Y e and contest1'ng between themselves as ·t· t Federal Government. en ical oday. Measures to deal with· 

to which one of them is going to give this problem are before the Ways andi 
Withi~ 2 year.s, at the .present rate him the most money. Means Committee. I sincerely hope '. 

?f ~pend.mg, publl~ welfare m Oklahoma, ~ If there is any advantage in knowing th t t' 
it is estimated, will have cost ~he tax-.... the names, I think it would reduce po- ne~r ~~t~r~.c:~db~Yh~a~~e~e~nn t~e ~~:~ 
payers more than $l50,000,0~0. · · ·. litical coercion if they were published mediate future, because, this is not an! 

Mr. Molley further reports: ·' because today the politicians and public academic question with us; it is a real ' 
In case after case the investigation showed officials not only have access to the one. The House of Representatives 

that the father is a chiseler and the niother l' f 11 b t th th 1 1 re ie ro s, u ey are e on Y peop e should pass upon this very important 
a drone. Caught in between is the citizen h d h h Th f t 
paying the bill for the lazy, apathetic, ne'er- w 0 0 aye sue acce~s. ere ore, his matter. 
do-wens satisfied to eat the bread of idle- security protects political manipulation, : - Further in that connection measures 
ness. * * * but public acce~s to t.he names ~ill ex- ~~ dealing with this very problem have 

The cases of rapacity and fraud are end- po~e such mampulat10n where it now :~: twice been submitted to a record vote 
less. exists. . : ·in the other body and twice by · very 

Why do . these conditions exist . in It is also contended that publicity - -substantial majorities have been carried. 
Oklahoma? would cause shame and humiliation to · . My own view is that if the great com-

The editor of the newspaper which those who are ~eceiving aid. The only - mittee on Ways and Means should give 
conducted the investigation gives the an- persons who will b~ !eally s~amed ~re us an opportunity to pass upon this mat
swer: t~ose who are rece1vmg J?Ubll? charity ter the · House of Representatives would 

without need. Well was it said by the take similar action in the light of the 
Chicago Daily News that "a return to condition that exists today. I 
the days when every man valued his in- Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I thank 
dependence, '.lnd .was relucta~t to accept the gentleman· from Indiana. 1 

The reason why the ADC program went 
sour is the secrecy that surrounds the pay
ments. * * * This * * * encour
ages leeches to live off the wage earner 
because their identity is protected. Thus 
we have made the matter of getting relief 
so easy that we are creating a large class 
of professional paupers. As long as the rec
ords remain hidden and the citizen tapped 
for taxes cannot learn whether his neigh-· 
bor has a hand in his pocket, laziness and 
promiscuity will continue profitable and at
tractive. 

help except m direst .~eed, is not to be Mr. SMITH of Virginia and Mr. I 
feared, but welc~med. . GRANGER rose. 1 

These contenti~ns ~re ~nswered. m ~ Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
~ell-reasoned ed1t?rial m yesterdays to the gentleman from Virginia first be-
1ssue ?f .th~ Washington Sunday Star, cause he is older then I will yield to 
wherem it is concluded: the gentleman from Utah. 

There is another principle at stake which Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I deny the 
is more important than any of these sup-
positions. That is the right of the people to allegation and defy the allegator. 

Investigations in other States, notably know how relief money is being spent and I wish to compliment the' gentleman 
Tennessee and Indiana, have uncovered to whom it is being paid. For it is the peo- from Virginia, my good colleague, on hi~ 



l2202 . ,CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE SEPTEMBER 26 
. . 

courage and on the clearness with which Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I cer-
he has presented this matter and the to the gentleman from Indiana. · tainly agree with the gentleman. 
fact that he has brought this scandal to Mr. HALLECK. The salaries that are Mr. Speaker, a violation of this con
the official attention of the House of . paid us are a matter of record. Why, stitutional principle, the principle of 
Representatives as a whole. · the pay we give our clerks iri our offices sound government, becomes much more 

I do want to express myself as very ~: is open to public inspection in the of- dangerous when the secret and concealed 
strongly in favor of this bill and express · fice of the Clerk of the House. Not so spending of billions of dollars a year is 
the hope that the Ways and Means Com- : long ago we passed a law requiring every entrusted to a bureaucratic monstrosity 
mittee will no longer keep it in a pigeon - person undertaking to influence legis- headed by Oscar Ewing, who openly 
hole but will bring it out and tell this lation to come in and file a report as to espouses total Government control of 
membership to stand up and be counted what he gets and what he does with it. social welfare and public health. We 
on whether we are for or against this That runs through our whole system. need not speculate on the future. Be-
type of scandalous fraud in the distribu- ·, Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I thank hind an iron curtain of secrecy and con-
tion of public funds. the gentleman. cealment we have today a miniature wel-

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. ·I thank The SPEAKER pro tempore. The fare state in actual operation, a welfare 
the gentleman from Virginia and now time of the gentleman from Viriginia state that spends public money for lux-
yield to the gentleman from Utah. has expired. uries for the undeserving and for the 

Mr. GRANGER. Would the gentle- Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask :financing and encouragement of improv-
man care to say who made these investi- unanimous consent that the gentleman idence and illegitimacy. The corner-
gations he has referred to? may proceed for five additional minutes. stone of this miniature welfare state is 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Yes; in The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there secrecy and. concealment. 
Oklahoma they were made, as I under- objection to the request of the gentle- As the gentleman from Indiana has 
stand, under the auspices of the private man from North Carolina? pointed o:ut, twice the United States Sen-
investigation of the Tulsa Tribune. In There was no objection. ate has voted to put an end to the secrecy 
Michigan they were made by a senate Mr. SCHWABE. Mr. Speaker, will and concealment clause and I am confi-
committee of the state legislature and the gentleman yield? dent that the House will do like\vise when 
by a committee set up by the city coun- Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield gtv.en an opportunty to vote thereon. 
cil of the city of Detroit and by the au- to the gentleman from Oklahoma. Mr. CHELF. Mr. Speaker, will the 
ditor of the city of Detroit who was au- Mr. SCHWABE. I want to congrat- gentleman yield? 
thorized and directed to do so by the ulate the gentleman on this long over- Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 
council. In the state of Illinois they due exposure and statement. I am not to the gentlem~n from Kentucky. 
were made by a citizens' committee bragging of Oklahoma in this instance, Mr. CHELF. Speaking of publicity and 
which was appointed officially. They for if you will look in the RECORD of yes- secrecy, I want to heartily endorse what 
were given access to the records. terday you will see where I .am apologiz- the gentleman has said on this important 

Mr. GRANGER. The only thing I ing and insisting upon a change in con- subject. I do not think that there is any 
have in mind is to keep the record ditions. May I suggest that prior to the bona fide deserving person or any recip
straight. Since the gentleman started enactment of this legislation by the ient now on the relief rolls that would 
speaking I overheard a conversation Congress involving the secrecy clause, fear honest publicity. On the other 
among the Members here to the effect we had relief roles in our locality. The hand, these crooks, these frauds, these 
that this was perhaps a report that was recipients and the amounts they re- cheats that the gentleman has ex
given to the Ways and Means commit- ceived were published in almost every posed ought not to be given the protec
tee by our staff. county of this land and by the laws of tion of secrecy. The taxpayer is entitled 
·t Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Oh, no.· the State monthly. There is no more to know whether the public money is 

_'1 Mr. GRANGER. The gentleman is a harm in publishing what comes from being spent honestly, fairly and wisely . 
. member of the Ways and Means Com- the Government and the States than Money bled from this fund in the man
'mittee, and it should be made clear that there is in publishing items from the ner described by the gentleman from Vir- . 
this information has never been deter- county -treasury. ginia is actually being stolen from our 
mined by the Ways and Means Com- Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Does not aged, blind and needy. What could be 
mittee or its staff. the gentleman think that failure to pub- worse? 

· _ Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I have lish, failure to give an account is dis- Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. The 
had the information that I could have obedience of the Constitution? chislers are the people who would be 
given to the Ways and Means Commit- Mr. SCHWABE. There is no question ·shamed by publicity. 
tee on a number of occasions. about that. Mr. CHELF. I wav.t to also endorse 

Mr. GRANGER. But they have not Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the what the gentleman from Indiana has 
taken any of it; that is what I am try- gentleman yield further? said. Times have changed and in my 
ing to bring out. Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield opinion it is not a disgrace, if one 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. That is to the gentleman from Indiana. through no fault of their own is receiv-
correct. Mr. HALLECK. First, I think it ought ing legitimate assistance from his fel-

Mr. GRANGER. And so far as the to be pointed out that since this so-called lowman. I do not believe any Member 
committee is concerned it is not in pos- secrecy clause was written in the law in on this floor would deny to any poor old 
session of the information the gentle- 1938 we have come a long way in a reali- needy person in the sunset trail of lif'.e
man has been giving the House here this ~ zation of the necessity and desirability of food, clothing, shelter and medical at
afternoon. -~ old-age assistance. I do not know of tention. Fact of the matter, and I now 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. That is - anyone who now says that some such want to go on record, that I am for rais-
not my fault. ·': program must not be in effect. Since ing the present allotments to those who 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, will the - we did write that provision in the law is actually are in destitute and in indigent 
gentleman yield? .-/. this not finally a determination that the circumstances-but in order to be able 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield. •r Congress ought to make? The States to do that we must, through necessity 
Mr. BAILEY. Would not the gentle- ,,.._ : enacted State laws, as did my State, in stop these leaks in the present system. 

man from Virginia also agree that if we ~ -~ompliance with this mandate of the We must weed out those leeches who are 
have to publis~ the list of the . so-called ~ Federal Congress. All that we are re- · trying to wreck_ the program. I hope 
paupers we should also publish the list ~ quired to pass upon is this very simple and pray that the gentleman's revela
of large corporations who are getting '.: question: Shall we say to the States,· : tion today will bring action. This really 
tax refunds? ' which have the primary responsibility for _ · makes sense to me. I did not know that 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I would , administering these funds: if you want : these glaring violations were going on. 
think that we should publish the names ~- to do it, if you determine that you can:- : Oh, I had heard rumors of course, but 
of anybody who is stealing money from '" better handle the program without of-- - no concrete facts or evidence suer. as 
the Federal" Government, whether rich f ense to anyone who is really entitled tO- · has been brought out here today. I am 
or PQor. the money, to make some limited disclo- · - proud that the gentleman has made this 

Ivlr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the sure, then you should have the right to .. speech. I hope the great Ways and 
~entleman yield? do it. ·'\_Means Committee w_!!l _come in with 
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something here before we adjourn. We 
should not go home before this has been 
gone into fully and completely. Action 
is needed now. I want to go home as 
bad as anybody here but I do not want 
to go until we get this job done. This 
thing is costing the taxpayers of . this 
country billions of dollars. This whose
sale stealing from the taxpayers and the 
poor daserving people of the Nation must 
stop and now is the time and this is the 

.Place to de it. It is inconceivable that a 
person could stoop so low as to steal from 
the funds allocated by the Congress to 
our deserving needy blind, aged and des
titute people. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I thank 
the gentleman for his personal ·observa
tion and I point out to the gentleman 
that the taxpayers' money could be 
saved, and at the rnme time those who 
are actually in need could better be. taken 
care o+' were it not for money paid to 
these cheaters because of secrecy and 
concealment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Virginia has 

_again expired. 
M::-. DOUuHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous cons~nt that the gentleman 
may proceed for five add~~ional minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from · North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I yield 

to the gentleman from Indiana. · 
Mr. BROWNSON. I want to com

mend the gentleman for his presenta
tion. I may say from what we have 
found in Indiana that the shame wl.11 
not ·rest on the brows of the older people. 
We have found in Indiana that much 
of the shame will rest on the heads of 
those in the welfare department who are 
deliberately collecting their charges in 
order to build their empire. From an 
examination of people who have dropped 
off the rolls since our Antisecrecy Act 
was passed, we have discovered that 
these people in a vast majority of the 
cases did not falsify any information 
on the application blank at all. They 
were absolutely guiltless in themselves, 
but the public-welfare authorities, know
ing full well on the face of the matter 
that they had no right on the relief rolls 
at all, put them on the rolls deliberately, 
contrary to law, because they could hide 
behind the veil of secrecy. 

I do not believe you are going to 
shame any ol~ people at all. The gen
tleman does not want to and none of the 
rest of us does. But I think the gen
tleman is going to surprise some em
pire-building welfare workers from one 
end of the country to the other when 
his bill is passed, as it should be. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I am 
not going to debate it on that ground. 
I do not think you will shame them, 
either. But this bill ought to pass be
cause of the principle of government in
volved, that is, that the people who pay 
this money are entitled to know where 
it is going. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, as stated 
by the gentleman from Kentucky, it is 
my earnest contention that the secret 

spending of billions for public welfare 
should be ended before this Congress 
adjourns. 

At this session the Congress is impos
ing the most crushing tax burden ever 
placed ·on the backs - of the American 
people. In simple justice to those we 
are compelling to pay this bill, the least 
we can do is to plug up every means 
through which the people's money is 
wasted, or stolen, or frittered away. 
Such being true, jf we are to maintain 
public confidence in Congress, we should 
not-we must not-go home and leave 
an extravagant and radical bureaucracy 
spending billions in secrecy, especially 
when we know that such secret spending 
is accompanied by waste and fraud. 

Mr. McMULL.EN. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ·HARRISON of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Florida. 
. Mr; McMULLEN. I wonder if the 
gentleman can tell us or hazard a guess 
as to what he thinks the chances are of 
getting this legislation out of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means and before 
the House before adjournment? 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I think 
they are pretty good. 

Mr. McMULLEN. I want to commend 
the gentleman on his statement. It has 
been a burning issue in the State of 
Florida for some time. One of the great . 
daily newspapers of the South, the 
Tampa, Fla., Tribune, has been advocat
ing what the gentleman has brought out 
here today for several months. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. I under
stand there were some exposures in 
Florida that showed similar conditions. 

Mr. McMULLEN. The State Legisla
ture of Florida passed a law doing a way 
with secrecy of the relief rolls. The 
Governor vetoed it for fear the State of 
Florida would find itself in the position 
in which the State of Indiana now finds 
itself. 

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. The 
question is whether or not Mr. Ewing 
or this Congress shall control ~he ex
penditure of public money. 
l"RAUD AND WASTE IN PUBLIC WELFARE 

PROGRAMS 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
during the course of the very fine pres
entation which has just been made by 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. HAR
RISON] I . referred to certain resolutions, 
editorials, and other matter which I then 
stated would later ask unanimous con
sent to include in the RECORD at the con
clusion of his speech. 

In support of the position taken by 
the gentleman from Virginia and in sup
port of the appeal which he has made, 
I ask unanimous consent to include at 
this point in the RECORD a resolution 
adopted by . the General Assembly of 
Georgia on February 7 in the Senate and 
on February 15 in the House; a resolu
tion adopted by the grand jury of Ful
ton County at the May-June term, 1951; 
an editorial appearing in the Atlanta 
Constitution on Thursday, June 14, 1951, 
entitled "Open the Welfare Rolls"; a 
resolution adopted by the Fulton County 
Grand Jury Association, not dated, but 
signed by Eugene Young, secretary; a 
copy of a resolution adopted by the 
De Kalb County, Ga., grand jury on Au-

gust 21, 1950; and an editorial appearing 
in the Atlanta Journal on January 29, 
1951, entitled ''De Kalb Grand Jury's 
Findings on Relief." -

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
The documents referred to follow: 

RESOLUTION 
Whereas certain statutory laws of the Fed

eral Government require the. various States 
to hold confidential the names of, and other 
information concerning, those persons who 
are the recipients of public-welfare payments 
participated in by the Federal Government; 
and 

Whereas such inordinate secrecy proves a 
hindrance to the proper and just administra
tion of the social-security laws; and 

Whereas the inability to open such rolls of 
recipients to the proper law-enforcement au
thorities is conducive to fraud; and 

Whereas the right to make public these 
names, when necessary, would likely save the 
State of Georgia many thousands of dollars 
per year: Be it ·therefore 

Resolved by the senate (the house of rep
resentatives concurring), That the Congress 
Qf the United States be, and is hereby, re
quested to.repeal those laws which declare 
public-welfare rolls of a confidential nature; 
be it further -

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
dispatched to the President of the United · 
States, the President of the Senate, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and 
the Members of the Georgia delegation in 
Congress. 

Read and adopted February 7, 1951, in 
senate. · 

Read and adopted February 15, 1951, in 
house of representativ:es. 

S. MARVIN GRIFFEN, 
President of the Senate. 

GEORGE D. STEWART, 
Secretary of the Senate. 

FRED HAND, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

J. W. BOONE, . 
Clerk of the House of Representatives. 

Hon. w ALTER HENDRIX, 
Judge, Fulton Superior Court, 

Atlanta, Ga.: 
We, the grand jury for May-June 1951 term 

~ of Fulton Superior Court, hand you herewith 
the following special presentment: 

We notice with pleasure that there is legis· 
lation pending in the national Congress 
which, if enacted into law, . would permit 
States to pass legislation defining conditions 
under which relief rolls might be made pub
lic to grand juries, agencies of government 
and other properly interested parties without 
penalty from the National Government. 

Not being familiar with the details of the 
pending legislation, we do not endorse this 
particular legislation but we do emphatically 
endorse the idea contained in the bill and 
urge that Georgia's representatives in the 
National Congress support such legislation. 

We further instruct our secretary to send a 
copy of this special presentment to each of 
the Members of Congress from Georgia. 

Respectfully submitted. 
FULTON COUNTY GRAND JURY, 

MAY-JUNE, 1951, TERM, 
ARCHIBALD GANN, Foreman. 
JULIAN S. FURSTENBURG, 

Secretary. 

[F- ::m the Atlanta Constitution of June 14, 
1951) 

OPEN THE WELFARE ROLLS 
Senate passage yesterday of a law to allow 

States to open welfare rolls to public inspec· 
tion without risking the loss of Federal 
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matching funds is in line with the growing 
public sentiment on this question. 

Only this year the Georgia General As
·sembly passed a resolution asking Congress 
to strike out the law requiring welfare rolls 
tG be kept secret. The reasoning of the leg
islature, and it undoubtedly is sound, was 
that chiselers would be' kept off relief rolls 
if they knew they might be detected and 
brought to account. 

As matters now stand, not even a grand 
jury or a legislative committee can examine 
relief rolls on the penalty of losing matching 
funds, which ~ount to about 70 percent 
of the total benefits distributed by the State. 

The rapid growth of relief rolls in a period 
. of ·great prosperity is becoming a matter of 

grave concern throughout the country. 
Georgia is not the only State which is chafing 
under the .Federal regulation. Indiana was 
so incensed by the ease with which para
sites can draw Government assistance, with 
no possible chance of detection, that they 
ignored the Federal regulation and passed 
a law providing for inspection of welfare 
rolls. Florida passed a similar law but with 
the condition that the cabinet would have 
authority to rescind its effect should Federal 
funds be withdrawn. 

The Social Security Administration al
ready has threatened to cut off Federal funds 
from Indiana, and it was this which prompt
ed RepF:sentative JENNER, Indiana Republi
can, to offer the bill yesterday as a rider to 
the Labor-Federal Security appropriations 
bill. That Senators voted overwhelmingly 
to allow the rider to remain on the bill is an 
ind1cation of prevailing sentiment. 

Georgia is vitally interested in the final 
approval of the measure because it would 
give the State another weapon against over
loading of the relief rolls by leeches while 
many actually needy persons are unable to 
obtain assistance. 

We do not believe it necessary . that the 
relief rolls be opened to inspection by every, 
Tom, Dick, and Harry in order to accomplish · 
the needed objective. But certainly grand · 
juries and legislative committees ought to 
be allowed to.determine whether relief money 
is being ,wisely spent and whether relief 
recipients are in genuine need of help. 

The bill the Senate has passed simply pro
vides that States which allow relief rolls to 
be inspected shall not be penalized. The 
States would be left free to determine the 
method and extent of inspection. 

We hope the House of Representatives will 
concur and that the President will sign the 
measure. It is needed in Georgia and else
where. 

FULTON COUNTY 
GRAND JURORS ASSOCIATION, 

AtZanta, Ga. 
Whereas we, the Fulton County Grand 

Jurors Association, believe that the very sur
vival of our democratic system of govern- · 
ment depends upon a demonstrated ability 
to reduce governmental expense; and .:i 

Whereas we believe that a proper and safe 
reduction of governmental spending cannot : 
be made unless the taxpayers know the pur- j 
poses for, and the amounts in which, their 
money ls being spent, so that the taxpayers ;' 
can decide what activities should be dis- · 
penseci with or curtailed; and ~ 

Whereas the welfare expenditures by city,~ 
county, State and Federal Government agen- L 
cies represent one of the heaviest drains on , 
the tax funds of this Nation, and should,t 
therefore, be subject to the greatest public 
scrutiny; and ''· 

Whereas the present rules and regulations, 
of the United States Public Welfare Admin- 1 
1stration make such proper public knowledge"i 
of the expenditure of tax funds impossible 1 
by prohibiting publication of the names of : 
the recipients thereof, m.ak.ing violation of : 
said rule a basis for the withholding of tax · 

funds from the duly constituted city, county, 
or State welfare distributing Offices; and 

Whereas the welfare funds, although dis
tributed by and under the rules of a Federal 
agency, are nevertheless raised through the 
taxation of citizens within the sovereign 
States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the State of Georgia dele
gation to the Congress of the United States 
be petitioned to press for the passage of leg
islation which will limit the power of the 
United States Public Welfare Administra
tion to place restrictions on duly consti
tuted welfare bodies withln the several sov
ereign States in regard to the making known 
to the public the spending of public funds 
in whatever detail the several sovereign 
States regard as necessary to assure the ab
sence of abuses and discrimination and to 
permit the public to decide the extent to 
which such welfare activities should be ex
panded or contracted, in the best interests of 
the Nation as a whole. 

Attest: 
EUGENE YOUNG, 

Secretary. 

DECATUR, GA., DE KALB COUNTY, 
August 21, 1951. 

Hon. FRANK GUESS, 
Judge of Superior Court, 

De Kalb County, Ga.: 
We, the June term of the De Kalb County, 

Ga., grand jury, have made a study of relief 
as it is administered in our county and find 
it is , being dispensed in accordance with 
State and Federal statutes. We are not at 

• all crtical of the De Kalb County Depart
ment nor its personnel, but we are con
cerned with the trend on a State an.d Na
tional level of this program. For instance, 
the disbursements in De Kalb County and 
the State of Georgia for the past several 
years are shown below: 

Fiscal year ending-
June 30, 1947 _______ _ 
June 30, 1948_ ------
June 30, 1949_ -------

County State of Georgia 

$452, 860. 50 
575, 956. 50 
804, 576. 50 

$16, 413, 752, ()() 
20, 437, 031. 50 
27, 212, 894. ()() 

We understand that in De Kalb County 
the disbursements budgeted for 1950 ex
ceed $1,300,000. 

The total of such disbursements in our 
county now exceeds the total taxes col
lected by the county, and we understand 
that on a percentage basis of those qualified 
under the statutes more are receiving re)ief 
in the State of Georgia than any other State 
in the Union except one. The funds come 
largely from the Federal and State govern
ments, and of course, are obtained from 
taxes paid by our citizens. The consistent 
increase in this trend is shown in the above 
figures and we are concerned that in a pe
riod of high business activity and employ
ment these figures are so large for certainly 
in a time of lower business volume the need 
would be much greater. 
· Our investigation leads us to believe that 
certain basic changes should be made in 
the Federal and State statutes and specifi
cally we recommend that eligibility require
ments for old-age assistance be tightened 
in order that available funds might provide 
·more adequately for persons in actual need, 
and those in less need, relatively, be elimi
nated from the rolls. To this end we suggest 
that-

1. Investigation be made of the ability of 
adult sons and daughters to assist their 
parents, and in cases in which the income 
'of children exceeds a certain amount, the 
parents be considered ineligible for public 
assistance. 

We realize that in a few cases children 
would actually permit aged parents to suffer 
rather than assist them, and we -recommeiio. 

provision be made for these ' exceptional 
cases. 

2. The total income in the family group 
in which an old-age applicant or 'recipient 
is living be considered in determining his 
or her eligibility. 

3. That recipients of public assistance who 
own property, give the State a lien on such 
property, through which the State would 
be repaid for aid given during the recipient's 
lifetime. 

4. That publicity concerning public assist
ance, especially old-age assistance, through 
the press and radio, from State officials and 
candidates for office, give a clearer interpre
tation of public assistance as essential aid 
to the needy aged, r.ather than "a pension 
to which all over 65 years old are entitled." 
We feel that a great proportion of applicants 
and their children are sincerely convinced 
that old-age assistance is a pension program 
based almost entirely on age, rather than 
economic need. 

In regard to the children's program- · 
1. State legislation which would continue 

aid to dependent children until a child's 
eighteenth birthday to children who are 
regularly enrolled in school. (Although Fed
eral funds are available for this purpose, 
Georgia law requires that aid to a dependent 
child be discontinued on the child's six
teenth birthday. This frequently means that 
a child must drop out of school before com
pleting his high school education.) 

2. State and Federal financial assistance to 
local communities in providing foster home 
care for children whose own homes provide 
totally unsuitable environment. (Aid to 
dependent children is ·available only to chil
dren living in homes with blood relatives of 
specified degree.) Thus children who must 
be removed by the courts from their own 
families could be more adequately provided 
for than at present. rl 

Our jury seriously doubts the advisability 
of dispensing relief through political 
channels. • 1 

Therefore, we respectfully request the clerk 
of the superior court of De Kalb County to 
furnish a photostat copy of this present
ment to all the Members of our congressional 
delegation from Georgia, our two Senators, 
and our local De Kalb County delegation in 
the next session of the general assembly, 
including our State senator. We urgently 
request that this entire program be carefully 
considered by Congress and the next session 
of the State legislature and that the changes 
in the basic laws as suggested above, as well 
as others which no doubt will be developed 
from a study of the entire relief program be 
introduced and advocated in the Congresa 
and in the next session of the general assem
bly of Georgia. 

L. L. GREENSTED, 
Foreman. 

J. D. CHESNUT, 

Secretary. 

[F~·om the Atlanta Journal of January 29, 
1951) 

DE KALB GRAND JURY'S FINDI:'l'GS ON RELIEF 

In its special presentments regarding 
abuses of the public assistance program, 
sometimes referred to as "relief," the De Kalb 
County grand jury brings up a problem 
that should be of deep concern to Georgia 
and to the country at large. 

"Wf? feel," say the grand jurors, '' that the 
old-age . assistance rolls have been made a 
dumping ground for ungrateful children to 
get rid of responsibility for needy parents, or 
for children of means to shift to the public 
their own re&ponsibility of providing for 
parents." 

In fairness to cases of real need-and there 
are many such-as well as in -justice to a 
tax-burdened public, this sort of imposture 
should be exposeCl and ended. Every pay
ment of relief which is not based upon 
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honest necessity reduces by so much the 
aid that ought to go to those who without 
it would be truly destitute. Perhaps there 
are individuals and families who sincerely 
belleve that old-age assistance is a pension 
to which all who are 65 or older are en
titled automatically. Nothing could be 
further from the intent of the law. 

Old-age assistance is entirely distinct from 
that phase of the social-security program 
known as old-age and survivors• insurance, 
or Federal old-age benefits. The latter, as we 

.have pointed out in a previous discussion Of 
the question, is financed in large part by a 
payroll tax to Which employee and employer 
contribute equally; whereas the beneficiaries 
of old-age assistance have contributed noth
ing directly to the funds on which they de
pend. Yet, it 1s omcially reported that at the 
end of the calendar year 1949 payments un
der old-age insurance were running at the 
annual rate of $673,000,000, while public as
sistance payments had grown to the stagger
ing sum of $2,400,000,000. Furthermore, 
individuals in the public assistance group 
rece1VeCi, in many cases, much larger pay
ments than those in the old-age and sur
vivors' insurance group. 

In Georgia public assistance payments 
have increased from $16,413,752 in the fiscal 
year 1947 to more than $33,000,000 in 1950-
this in a period. of full employment and 
a bounding prosperity. For a year and a 
half they have been mounting at the rate 
of $50,000 a month. The De Kalb grand jury 
notes that 600 out of every 1,000 persons in 
Georgia who are 65 or older are on relief, 
and expresses concern over political efforts 
to pack the relief rolls st111 further. Surely, 
such conditions call for sober thinking and 
remedial action. 

The De Kalb grand jury began a study of 
this problem in its own county last summer 
and is continuing the investigation :from 
term to term, not as a witch hunt but as a 
search for facts. It recommends that eligi
bility requirements for old-age assistance be 
tightened in order that available funds may 
provide more adequately for persons in actual 
need. It also urges legislative action to 
amend that part of the public assistance 
program Which in etrect puts a premium on 
lllegitimate births. The resolute and con
structive spirit in which the De Kalb grand 
jury is E:eeking to correct such abuses is a 
good example for the entire State. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to: 

Mr. HINSHAW, for today and tomorrow, 
'on account of official business attending . 
a conference of the Radio Technical 
Commission for Aeronautics. 

Mr. COLE of New York, indefinitely, on 
account of official business. 

Mr. HEss, for an indefinite time, on ac
count of official business of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to : 

Mr. WICKERSHAM in six instances. 
Mr. LANE in five instances and to in

clude extraneous matter. 
Mr. DORN and to include an article. 
Mr. CRUMPACKER and to include a 

magazine article. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri and .to include 

extraneous matter. 
Mr. HARRISON Of Wyoming and to in

cl~de extraneous matter. 
Mr. GEORGE and to include an editorial. 
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Mr. ANGELL and to include a newspaper 
article. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi and to in
clude extraneous matter in two instances. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts in two 
instances and one to include a release 
of the War Department regarding the 
graves of Korean veterans, and in 
·another instance to include an article 
from the National Tribune of this week's 
issue. 

Mr. REED of New York in three in
stances, in each to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. MORANO and to include a speech by 
Mr. PATTERSON, Of Connecticut. 

Mr. LECOMPTE and to include a set of 
resolutions of the Fraternal Order of 
Eagles of Oskaloosa, Iowa. 

Mr. HAYS of Arkansas <at the request 
of Mr. THOMPSON of Texas) and to in
clude an article. 

Mr. WooDRUFF and to include certain 
resolutions. 

Mr. HoPE and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. HART and to include an address by 
Bon. John P. Taylor, retiring Under 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin in three in
stances and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. BOYKIN (at the request of Mr. 
PRIEST) and to include a newspaper 
article written by Mr. Gill Robb Wilson. 

Mr. RICHARl>S and to include a radio 
address by Hon. Hugh G. Grant, former 
Ambassador to Albania. 

Mr. O'BRIEN of Michigan and to in
clude an editorial. 

Mr. GARY and to include an address by 
the Lord Mayor of London delivered at 
V.'illiamsburg, Va. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 

S. 1786. An act fo:.: the relief of certain 
officers and employees of the Foreign Serv
ice of the United States who, while in the 
course of their respective duties, suffered 
losses of personal property by reason of war 
conditions and catastrophies of nature; and 

S. 200-8. An act to increase the lending au
thority of Export-Import Bank of m'as:qing
ton and to extend the period within which 
the bank may make loans. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
<at 4 o'clock and 36 minutes p. m.) the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Thurs
day, September 27, 1951, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

REPOR'IS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar as follows: 

Mr. HART: Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. House Joint Resolution 
333. Joint resolution to extend the time 
for use of construction reserve funds es
tablished under section 511 of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, as amended; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1054). Referred to 

.the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. MURDOCK: Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. H. R. 1638. A bill to 
facilitate the management of the National 
Park System and miscellaneous areas ad
ministered in connection with that system, 
and for other purposes; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1055). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. SABA'!'H: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 414. Resolution to estab
lish a committee of the House to investigate 
and study duplication and overlapping of 
taxes; With amendment (Rept. No. 1056). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MITCHELL: ' Committee on Rules·. 
House Resolution 439. Resolution for con
sideration of S. 1335, an act to readjust slze 
anCi weight limitations on fourth-class (par
cel post) mail; Without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1057). Referred. to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MITCHELL: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 440. Resolution for con
sideration of H. R. 5411, a bill to amend 
Public Laws Nos. 815 and 874 of the Elghty
first Congress with respect to schools in crit· 
ical defense housing areas, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1058). Referred to the House Calendar. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause _2 of rule XIII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. KEATING: Committee on tlle Judici
ary. House Resolution 438. Resolution for 
the relief Of C. E. Heaney; Without amend
ment (Rept. No. 1059). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. BYRNE of New York: committee on 
the Judiciary. H. R. 3666. A bill for the re
lief of Dorothy Kilmer Nickerson; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 1061). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House. -

Mr. DONOHUE:: committee on the Judi
ciary. S. 1713. An act for the rellef of 
Charles Cooper; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1062). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 3428. A bill for the relief of Mitsuo 
Arita; with amendment (Rept. No. 1060). 
Referred to the committee of the Whole 
House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause S of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. D'EWART: 
!I. R. 5489. A bill to approve repayment 

contracts negotiated with the Malta irriga
tion district and the Glasgow irrigation dis
trict, to authorize their execution by the 
Secretary of the Interior, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 
. By Mr. O'TOOLE: 

H. R. 5490. A bill relating to the compen
sation of certain employees of the Panama 
Canal; to the Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. WICKERSHAM: 
H. R. 5491. A bill to provide for national 

recognition of Adelaide Johnson, the sculptor 
of "The Woman's Monument," and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on House Ad
ministration. 

By Mr. LANE: 
H. R. 5492. A bill to amend Veterans' Reg

ulation No. 1 (a) to eliminate the income 
limitations imposed upon the payment of• 
non-service-connected pensions to veterans 



·12206 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE SEPTEMBER 27 
of World War I who have reached the age of 
70 years; to the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs. 

By Mr. WHEELER: 
H. R. 5493. A bill to provide an additional 

·method for computing certain benefits pay
able under the Federal Employees' Compen
sation Act ~o persons who continue their 
employment after sustaining injury, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor. 

H. R. 5494. A bill to auth<1rize the rein
statement or issuance of national service life 
insurance covering the lives of certain indi
viduals notwithstanding the provisions of the 
Insurance Act of 1951, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. DONDERO: 
H. J . Res. 334. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States ·relative to the making of treat
ies and executive agreements; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

By Mr. GOODWIN: Memorial of Massachu
setts Legislature memorializing Congress to 
take the necessar·y steps to continue the 
maintenance of a post" office in the North End 
district of the city of Boston; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HESELTON: Resolution of the Gen
eral Court of the Commonwealth of Massa
chusetts memorializing Congress to take the 
necessary steps to continue the maintenance 
of a post office in the North End district of 
the city of Boston; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Me
morial of General Court of Massachusetts to 
take the necessary steps to continue the 
maintenance of a post office in the North 
End .district of the city of Boston; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the !Jegis
lature of the State of Massachusetts, me
morializing the President and Congress of the 
United States, .relative to taking the neces
sary steps to continue the maintenance of a 
post office in the North End district of the 
city of Boston; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ANFUSO: 
H. R. 5495. A bill for the relief of Fedele 

Miranda; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BEALL: 

·H. R. C496. A bill for the relief of F. Archie 
Meatyard; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. FENTON: 
H. R. 5497. A bill for the relief of Helga G. 

Jordan and her son; to the Committee on the 
Juqiciary. 

By Mr. MORANO: 
H. R. 5498. A bill for the relief of Eliseu 

Joaquim Boa; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. PATTEN: 
H. R. 5499. A bill for the relief of Tamak.1 

Sakasai Cordova; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ROBERTS: 
H. R. 5500. A bill for the relief of Herman 

E. Mosley; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: 
H. R. 5501. A bill for the relief of ·John R. 

Keane; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions day, September 26, 1951, was dispensed 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk . with. 
and ref erred as follows: MESSAGES FROM THE PRF.SIDENT-

439. By Mr. CANFIELD: Resolution of the 
Grand Lodge of the State of New Jersey, 
Order of Sons of Italy in America, ·urging 
the President and the Senate to bring about 
a revision of the peace treaty with Italy; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

440. Also, resolution adopted at a mass 
meeting of the Central of Polish Organiza
tions at the Polish Peoples Home, Passaic, 
N. J., pledging every effort for the liberation 
of the · Polish Nation from the bonds of 

·communistic control and to correct the 
shameful agreements of Yalta and Tehran; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

441. By Mr. HALE: Petition of Aerie No. 
·1248 of the Fraternal Order of Eagles, Rum
ford Falls, Maine, urging the ·Federal Gov
ernment and its agencies to be unceasing 
in their efforts to secure the freedom 
of William N. Oatis, by honorable means, 
and offering support and vitality of its 
membership. to the executives of the Asso
ciated Press in their campaign to secure the 
release of Mr. Oatis by the communication of 
the true facts of the case to the free peoples 
of the world, and urging the Federal Gov
ernment to bar the correspondents from the 
Soviet news agency, Tass, as well as all satel
lite nation correspondents from official Gov
ernment press conferences where vital infor
mation may be revealed, until the release of 
Mr. Oatis has been secured; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

442. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Antonio 
Fern6s-Isern, president, the Constitutional 
Convention, San Juan, P. R., relative to ex
pressing to the United States its sentiments 
of respect and its gratitude for the adoption 
of Public Law 600 of 1950; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 27, 1951 

(Legislative day of Wednesday, 
September 19, 1951) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the exniration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: . 

Eternal God, our need is the altar of 
our prayer. The panoply of Thy love is 
the sanctuary of our devotion. Thou 
hast called us whose lives pass swiftly, 
as a watch in the night, to labor with 
Thee in the unfolding purpose of the 
ages. Since it is of Thy mercy that this 
another day is added to our mortal lives, 
sanctify our work; let no unhallowed 
words pollute the tongues which Thou 
hast made to praise and bless Thee. May 
the meditations of our minds and hearts 
be acceptable in Thy sight. So distill 
upon us the dews of Thy quietness and 
Thy Galm that in simple trust and deeper 
reverence we may be found steadfast and 
abounding in the work of the Lord, 
knowing that in Him and for Him and 
with Him our labor is not in vain. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. McFARLAND, and 
by unanimous consent, the reading of the 

APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were commu
nicated to the Sena~e by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced that 
the President had approved and signed 
the following acts: 

On September 25, 1951: 
S. 1074. An act to repeal certain obsolete 

laws relating to the Post Office Department. 
On September 26, 1951: 

S. 24. An act to amend the act entitled 
"An act to provide better facilities for the 
enforcement of the customs and immigra
tion laws," approved June 26, 1930, as 
amended; 

S. 462. An act for the relief of Rosita Anita 
Navarro and Ramona Alicia Navarro; 

S. 495. An act for the relief of Richard J. 
Walling; and 

S. 665. An act for the relief of D. Lane 
Powers and Elaine Powers Taylor. 

On September 27, 1951: 
S. 83. An act for the relief of First Lt. 

James E. Willcox; 
S. 295. An act for the relief of Michail 

Ioannou Bourbakis; 
S. 427. An act for the relief of Nene Baal

stad; 
S. 626. An act for the relief of Polly Anne 

Caldwell; 
S. 810. An act for the relief of Howard I. 

Smith; 
S. 880. An act for the relief of Ann Lamp

lugh; 
S. 906. An act for the relief of Marie Kris

tine Hansen; and 
S. 1279. An act for the relief of Davis Min 

Lee. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the following bill and 
joint resolutions, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 1628. An act to provide for the ac
quisition of land and the construction there
on of buildings and appurtenances essential 
for forest fire control operations of the For
est Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture, at or near Missoula, Mont., and 
for other purposes; 

H.J. Res. 330. Joint resolution to permit 
articles imported from foreign countries for 
the purpose of exhibition at the Chicago In
ternational Trade Fair, Inc., Chicago, Ill., 
to be admitted without payment of tariff, 
and for other purposes; and 

H.J. r..es. 333. Joint resolution to extend 
the time for use of construction reserve 
funds established under section 511 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, as amended. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING SENATE 
SESSION 

On request of Mr. STENNIS, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
the Judiciary was authorized to sit dur
ing the session of the Senate today. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senators be 
permitted to .transact routine business, 
without debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so. ordered. 
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